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“If a lion could talk, we would not understand him.” 
Wittgenstein (1973) p.223 
 
 While there have been many interpretations as to what Wittgenstein (1973) was trying to 
say in the above quote, many have argued that the reason a person would not be able to 
understand a lion, even if it could talk, is that we would not be able to understand its framing of 
the world. Although this paper is not one relating to philosophy, Wittgenstein brings up an 
interesting point. How much does our frame of reference influence and affect our understanding 
of the world around us? 
 The framing that I refer to in this paper is not exactly the same type of framing that 
Wittgenstein was referring to when he wrote the above quote, but it does draw on certain 
principles which are potentially analogous (to a certain extent) to the linguistic framing that I talk 
about in this work. I first became interested in the idea of linguistic “framing” because I 
encountered a strange English sentence that a Japanese student of mine had produced on a test. 
The student wrote the sentence, “The man entered the store on foot.” It seemed so strange to me 
that I marked it as incorrect. Later, the student complained to his other teachers who brought the 
sentence to me, insisting that it was indeed correct. While I agreed that there was nothing wrong 
with the sentence grammatically, the test was asking a question about how the man had gone to 
the store. Having only heard the expression “on foot” in war times, I assumed that the student 
meant that the man was going to attack the store or the people in the store somehow. 
 I then had to re-evaluate what it was that had been said and whether or not this was 
acceptable English. As a native speaker of English, I felt that the sentence was incorrect; 
however, as I had already mentioned there was nothing wrong with it grammatically, and the 
other teaching staff was all pointing to the fact that the textbook the child had been taught with 
specifically taught that particular expression. It was not until I came across Talmy’s typology of 
event conflation that this mishap began to make sense to me. However, in studying Japanese as a 
native speaker of English, I soon realized that there were a number of similar such expressions 
that simply did not compute in one language or the other and that were generally due to a 
difference in what was thought of as normal, correct, or in existence. 
 After doing much research into the differences in event framing across a number of 
different languages, I came across the quote at the top of the page. While many people argued 
that Wittgenstein’s notion was implausible, I had to wonder; if I ran into such a break-down in 
communication in studying Japanese, another human language, would it really be possible to 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  
 
1.1 Purpose of the Study 
 
Talmy (1985) suggested a linguistic typology based on what he calls event conflation (see 
section 2.1 for details), and it has become a topic of much research and controversy in the field 
of cognitive linguistics. According to Talmy (1985, 1991), the languages of the world can be 
broken into two types based on how events are comprehended and encoded into a linguistic 
frame – something Talmy calls framing. Since Talmy’s initial proposal of his linguistic typology, 
there have been many works that criticize it or call for some changes to the original definitions 
(Slobin 2004, Beavers et al. 2010, Matsumoto 2003, amongst others). For example, Beavers et 
al. (2010) suggest that the linguistic patterns that Talmy found and called a typology are nothing 
more than a combination of available lexical resources and processing economy. Meanwhile, 
Imbert (2012) states that Talmy’s suggested typology does not seem to have any effect on 
cognitive processes such as working memory. Also, Slobin (2004) and Chen & Guo (2009) have 
called for the addition of a new, third language type to be added to Talmy’s original typology. 
Though certain aspect of Talmy’s typology have been called into question by various 
researchers for different reasons, there are also many that have found applications for it, such as 
in the field of second language acquisition. For example, researchers such as Cadierno (2008) 
and Navarro & Nicholadis (2005) have performed studies showing that acquiring the frame of a 
second language that is of a different type than the learner’s native language is more difficult 
than other aspects. However, up until now, most of the second language acquisition research that 
has applied Talmy’s typology has primarily been done on European languages. While Inagaki 
(2002, 2003) does look at Japanese native speaker’s acquisition of English using Talmy’s 
framework, he only looked at the learner’s ability to comprehend the second language, and did 
not examine second language production at all. Furthermore, although Slobin (2004) and Chen & 
Guo (2009) have pointed to the necessity of the addition of a third type to Talmy’s original 
(1985) typology, there have been no second language acquisition studies that examine the new 
third type in respect to the two original types that Talmy suggested. 
Furthermore, Talmy has stated that his typology does not only have to do with motion events, 
 
2 
but is also applicable to change of state events, aspect, correlation of activities, and realization of 
goals. However, most of the research that has been done up to this point regarding Talmy’s 
(1985) typology has been limited in scope to only focusing on motion events. According to a 
corpus study performed by Ono (2004), Talmy’s typology does indeed still hold for change of 
state events, although to a bit of a lesser degree. Even with this information, there has not been a 
single previous study on how Talmy’s typology will affect the second language acquisition of 
change of state events. 
This paper looks to clear up some of the aforementioned problems and questions surrounding 
Talmy’s (1985) typology and its relation to second language acquisition. Thus, I have set up the 
following three goals in order to contribute to the field of cognitive linguistic typology and 
second language acquisition. 
 
i. This paper will argue that the linguistic typology suggested by Talmy (1985, 1991) is not 
merely based on things like available linguistic resources, as suggested by Beavers et al. 
(2010), but is also, at least in part, connected to cognitive processes, and provide original 
proof through experimentation.  
 
ii. I will examine the similarities and differences in the learning processes of learners from 
two different language types acquiring the motion framing of a second language of a 
different type by conducting new experiments on the second language acquisition of 
motion event framing that will include the new language type, as suggested by Slobin 
(2004.  
 
iii. I will apply Talmy’s (1985) typology to the second language acquisition of change of state 
events and see to what degree his typology will affect it. 
 
1.2 Research Methods and Hypotheses 
 
As mentioned in the previous section, there are three points in which this study aims to 
improve upon previous research regarding Talmy’s typology and its application to second 
language acquisition. I have outlined hypotheses for three experiments that I conducted in order 
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to fulfill each of the goals listed above in Section 1.1.  
The first goal has to do with offering evidence that Talmy’s typology is not merely due to 
lexical resources and processing economy, as suggested by such research as Beavers et. al (2010) 
and Imbert (2012), but actually connected with cognitive process, at least to some degree. In 
order to help my argument, I conducted an experiment, which is outlined in detail in Section 2.3, 
on the phenomenon of “satellitization” in native speakers of English in order to show that 
Talmy’s typology is affected by prototyping processes. I offer that satellitization occurs in native 
English speech due to satellite-framing being the prototypical fashion by which English native 
speakers encode motion events. To show that this is indeed the case, I looked at satellitization as 
it occurs in first language English acquisition and conducted an experiment that clearly 
demonstrates that satellitization in native English speech decreases as education and age 
increase. 
In order to observe the satellitization usage patterns in the first language acquisition of 
English by native speakers, I got groups of American elementary, middle, and high school 
children and had them write sentence based on short videos that they saw. When the children 
watched the video, I gave them one word and asked them to use it as a verb in a sentence that 
described what happened in the video. I then compared the amount of satellitization that 
occurred in each group. Next, I took data from mono-lingual native English speaking children 
who were in the 2 word phase from the CHILDES corpus and compared it with data from my 
experiment to show the progression of any prototypical framing types in English first language 
acquisition. I believed that I would find satellite-framing to be a prototype for native English 
speakers and that this would cause them to make satellitizations once they were confronted with 
verb-framing later in life. In accordance with this, I gave the following as my hypotheses for my 
experiment on satellitization in first language English acquisition. 
 
i. Native speakers of English will already have established satellite-framing as a 
predominant framing-strategy for expressing motion events at the 2 word stage 
ii. As age/education increases, satellitization will decrease 
 
Next, I need to show the value in adding the new language type suggested by researchers such 
as Slobin (2004) and Chen & Guo (2009) to the current research. In order to show the validity of 
this new type and verify that the three languages that I will use in my research, English, Japanese 
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and Chinese, are indeed members of each of the three groups, I will present work from various 
previous studies to give a wide view of the types of framing patterns and expressions that are 
available in each language, show what sorts of limitations these expressions have in each 
language and what tendencies native speakers have towards particular framing types. I do this in 
Section 3.2 and argue that for motion events, English is a satellite-framed language since it 
mainly encodes path of motion into satellites (non-verbal constituents in a verb-complex – 
explained in detail in Section 2.1.2), Japanese is a verb-framed language since it mainly encodes 
path of motion into the main verb of the sentence, and Chinese is an equipollently-framed 
language since it mainly encodes both path and manner onto serial verbs, which are 
grammatically equivalent forms. Based on this argument from previous studies, I prepared a 
second language acquisition experiment that included all three language types. 
In order to test the second language acquisition of motion event framing, I showed short 
videos to test subjects and had them describe the video in one sentence. Japanese learners of 
English, Chinese learners of English and native English speakers were asked to answer in 
English, and then separate Japanese native speakers were asked to answer in Japanese and 
separate Chinese native speakers were asked to answer in Chinese as a control group. All native 
speaker data was compared against results from previous studies to ensure that the test questions 
would result in an accurate representation of motion events in each language. English learners 
were broken up into two groups in two separate ways – once based on TOEFL scores, and once 
based on length of time spent in an English speaking country. English learner data was then 
compared across the different groups, and also compared against native speaker data. 
Based on data from past studies on native speakers’ framing patterns, such as Cadierno (2008) 
and Ono (2004), it is highly likely that a large difference will be seen in the framing patterns of 
Japanese and English native speakers. Furthermore, based on Slobin (2004) and Chen & Guo 
(2009), I can surmise that the framing patterns of Chinese native speakers will be different from 
both Japanese and English native speakers. Furthermore, based on studies such as Cadierno & 
Lund (2004), I can predict that learners of English will have a harder time combining manner of 
motion verbs with satellites than simply using satellites. Since Slobin (2004) showed that 
speakers of equipollently-framed languages tend to use manner of motion verbs in motion event 
descriptions than speakers of verb-framed languages, I can also guess that if there is transfer 
from learners’ first language framing patterns, Chinese learners of English will use more manner 
of motion verbs in their English than Japanese learners of English. Therefore, I think that looking 
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at learners’ usage of manner of motion verbs will be very important and show the greatest 
difference between Japanese and Chinese learners of English. I can also guess that both Chinese 
and Japanese learners of English will equate path verbs in their native language as “go + 
particle”, as often comes up in dictionaries. If learners make this assumption incorrectly, they 
will not realize that the path is being expressed in the particle and will mistakenly think that “go 
+ particle” is a limited expression that is the same as a path verb in their own native language. 
For these reasons, I think that “manner of motion verb + particle/preposition” will be a difficult 
pattern for both Chinese and Japanese learners of English (for a detailed explanation, see Chapter 
3) and thus while lower level learners might start using some satellite-framing patterns, only 
higher level learners will be able to extend the pattern to include manner of motion verbs. I 
therefore make the following hypotheses for my experiment on the second language acquisition 
of motion event framing patterns. 
 
i. There will be differences in the framing choices of mid-level and high-level learners, both 
Chinese and Japanese. 
ii. Chinese learners of English will acquire English framing tendencies more quickly than 
Japanese learners of English. 
iii. For both Chinese and Japanese learners, there will be greater differences in the use of 
manner of motion verbs or varying deictic verbs between mid- and high-level learners 
than in the difference of satellite-framing pattern usage between mid- and high-level 
learners. 
 
Finally, in order to show that Talmy’s typology does indeed have effects on not only the 
second language framing acquisition of motion events, but also on change-of-state events, I 
performed two experiments which are reported  in this paper. As with my experiments in the 
second language framing acquisition of motion events, these experiments also look at the 
English framing acquisition of Japanese and Chinese learners of English. However, since there 
have been no previous studies on the second language framing acquisition of change-of-state 
events, I felt that both a language comprehension and a language production experiment were 
necessary.  
The language comprehension experiment presented in this paper in Section 4.2.1 was 
designed to test whether or not English learners could correctly interpret English change-of-state 
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expressions. I showed short videos to Chinese learners of English, Japanese learners of English 
and native speakers of English.  With each video, participants were given 5 English sentences 
and asked to judge on a scale from 1 to 5 whether or not the videos were correct and matched the 
video that they were shown. I calculated scores to find out which sentences were rejected and 
accepted by English native speakers and the learners of English then compared all three groups 
to each other to find out what the differences between the English speakers and the learners of 
English were, as well as what the differences and similarities between Japanese and Chinese 
learners of English were. 
The language production experiment presented in this paper in Section 4.2.3 was designed to 
see how Japanese and Chinese learners of English used various English change-of-state 
expressions. Japanese learners of English, Chinese learners of English and native English 
speakers separate from those in the language comprehension task were asked to watch short 
videos and then describe them in one sentence in English. For comparative data, native speakers 
of Chinese who were not learning English were also asked to conduct the experiment in Chinese 
and native speakers of Japanese who were not learning English were asked to conduct the 
experiment in Japanese. The results were quantified based on the types of expressions they used, 
and then compared to attempt to observe the differences in how Japanese and Chinese learners 
differ in their acquisition of English change-of-state framing.  
Since Japanese allows very few satellite-framing patterns in its change-of-state expressions, 
but Chinese allows both satellite and equipollently-framed patterns, I expected that Japanese 
learners of English would trail behind Chinese learners of English both in the comprehension 
and production of satellite-framed English change-of-state framing patterns. However, in my 
experiment on the motion event framing acquisition of Japanese and Chinese learners, I noticed 
that Japanese learners have the tendency to mistakenly equate the English word “to” with the 
Japanese particle “ni”. Therefore, Japanese learners of English may be able to transfer some 
aspects of their native language to English change-of-state framing patterns that include the word 
“to” and thus may acquire English change-of-state satellite-framing patterns that express the 
change-of-state in a prepositional phrase. Meanwhile, Chinese allows a number of different 
satellite- and equipollent-framed change-of-state patterns, which may facilitate Chinese learners’ 
acquisition of other English change-of-state satellite-framing patterns. In particular, Chinese 
allows many change-of-state framing patterns that combined a verb and an adjective, which 
learners can directly transfer from their first language into English, and may allow them to 
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acquire the English “verb + adjective” change-of-state framing pattern earlier than Japanese 
speakers. For these reasons, I was able to make the following hypotheses about my second 
language change-of-state framing acquisition experiments. 
 
i. Chinese and Japanese learners of English will have about the same level of comprehension 
for the English change-of-state framing pattern “verb + particle”, but Chinese learners of 
English will have a better understanding of the “verb + adjective” expression. 
ii. In the language production experiment, Chinese learners of English will encode the 
manner/cause of change in the main verb of the sentence more often than Japanese 
learners of English will. 
iii. In the language production experiment, Japanese leaners of English will show signs of 
over-generalizing the Japanese particle “ni” to be equivalent to the English word “to”. 
iv. In the language production experiment, neither the Chinese learners of English nor the 
Japanese learners of English will use the English “verb + particle” change-of-state framing 
pattern very much. 
 
1.3 Structure of the Paper 
 
This paper consists of 5 chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the topics and purpose of this study 
and outlines the basic research methods used herein. It then goes on to give hypotheses for each 
of the experiments presented in Chapters 2-4 and gives a general outline for this paper. 
Chapter 2 explains the cognitive linguistic typology that Talmy (1985) suggested in detail, and 
goes over the most recent research on the topic. Section 2.1 thoroughly describes Talmy’s 
typology, introduce the new third language type that Slobin (2004) calls for, and presents 
evidence for why this new type is relative to the current study. In Section 2.2, I present research 
that argues against Talmy’s typology, and then go in Section 2.3 to give my own counter-
arguments to them. Section 2.3 also includes a presentation of the first experiment in this study, 
which is a look at satellitization in native English speakers’ first language acquisition, and which 
I use to bolster my counter-arguments and suggest that Talmy’s typology is at least partially due 
to cognitive processes such as prototyping.  
Chapter 3 delves into the second language acquisition of motion event framing. In Section 3.1, 
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I introduce some of the previous studies on the topic and explain how the work in this paper is 
different from and improves upon past research. Section 3.2 tells which of the three language 
types English, Chinese and Japanese belong to and why they are considered to be so. An entire 
section is devoted to arguing why each language belongs to each type because of the number of 
arguments about how to classify languages in Talmy’s typology and where each one should go. 
My own second language motion event framing acquisition experiment is presented in Section 
3.3. It tells the methodology used in conducting the experiment, shows and gives detailed 
analysis of the data obtained from it, and displays each question individually. Finally, it gives an 
overall analysis of what the data means to second language acquisition research and addresses 
each of the hypotheses that were presented in Section 1.2. 
In Chapter 4, I address the topic of second language change-of-state framing acquisition in 
detail. Section 4.1 introduces previous studies on change-of-state events and argues that English, 
Chinese and Japanese can be separated into the same three different types that they can for 
motion events. In Section 4.2, the second language comprehension and second language 
production test introduced in Section 1.2 are presented and explained in detail. The experiment 
methodology is described, the questions used are displayed, and an in depth analysis of the data 
is given. Lastly, an explanation of what this data means for second language acquisition research 
is given and the results in relation to the hypotheses given in Section 1.2 are presented. 
Chapter 5 presents the overall results of this study as they relate to the purposes and 
hypotheses of this study, as explained in Chapter 1. Section 5.2 also details what these results 
indicate for second language acquisition and offers specific advice to the field of second 
language learning, particularly in regards to the foreign language education of English to native 
speakers of Japanese and Chinese. Finally, Section 5.3 offers suggestions as to how research in 







Chapter 2: Talmy’s Linguistic Framing Typology 
 
2.1 Talmy’s Typology 
 
2.1.1 The Phenomena of Event Conflation 
 
 Talmy (1985) said that two or more simple events can be conceptualized as a single complex 
event and thus expressed in one phrase or expression. He called this phenomena event 
conflation
1
. For example, in (1), below, the fact that “Jack rode his bicycle” and the fact that 
“Jack went to school” are both entailed in the meaning of the sentence. Thus, though these are 
two separate events, they can be combined together and expressed as one event, as shown in (1). 
 
(1) Jack rode his bike to school. 
 
Talmy (1987, 2000 a, b)
2
 went on to say that event conflation occurs in 5 different types of 
events: motion events, change of state events, aspect, correlation of activities, and realization of 
goals. According to Talmy, motion events conflate the path of motion and the manner of motion, 
change-of-state events conflate the actual change and the manner or cause of the change, 
aspectual events conflate an action and the action’s continuation, repetition or finalization, 
correlation of activity events conflate one action and an accompanying action, and realization of 
goal events conflate an action and the accomplishment of that action. These 5 types of event 







                                                 
1
 Later also referred to as “event integration” in Talmy (2000 b) 
2
 Talmy (2000 a, b) is a collection of several of his works including Talmy (1985), Talmy (1987) and Talmy (1991) 
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Table 1 Talmy’s 5 Types of Event Conflation 
Event Type Conflated Information Example Sentence 
Motion Path + Manner He drove to work. 
Change of State Change + Manner/Cause He blew the candle out. 
Aspect Action + Temporal Relation They talked on. 
Correlation of Activity Action + Accompanying Action She played along with the music. 
Realization of Goals Action + Accomplishment 
The police hunted the man 
down. 
 
Each of the example sentences in Table 1 has two simpler events conflated into one complex 
event. For example, the events of “he drove” and “he went to work” are combined into the 
motion event example, “He drove to work”. Similarly, in the change-of-state event example, “he 
blew the candle out”, the events “he blew on the candle” and “the candle was extinguished” are 
both included. The aspect event example “They talked on” combines the event of “they talked” 
and the event of “the talking continued” in the same manner. The correlation of activity event 
example “She played along with the music” contains both the event “she played music” and the 
event “music was playing”. Finally, the example of a realization-of-goal event “The police 
hunted the man down” includes the event “the police hunted the man” as well as “the police 
caught the man”. 
In each of these 5 types of event conflation, two or more simpler events are combined into one 
complex or macro-event. According to Talmy (1985), when two events are conflated, there is a 
“main-event” and a “co-event”. Upon cross-linguistically investigating where each of these 
events is encoded in an expression, Talmy (1987) then claimed that a linguistic typology was 
possible based on how speakers of a language framed these events. This typology and how 
languages are broken into categories within it is covered in the next section. 
 
2.1.2 Satellite-Framed Languages and Verb-Framed Languages 
 
Talmy (1987) claimed that a cognitive linguistic typology was possible based on his 
observation of event conflation, as described in the previous section, and how event conflation 
was framed in expressions in a language. According to Talmy, languages could be broken into 
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two categories – satellite-framed languages and verb-framed languages – based on whether the 
main-event is primarily encoded onto the main verb of the sentence or onto a satellite
3
. Since a 
verb is a more important linguistic element than a satellite, Talmy offered that the information 
encoded in the verb was given more attention. Thus, we can conjecture that the focus in an 
expression of a conflated event is different depending on how it is framed. For a better 
understanding of these two language types and how the framing and focus in each is different, I 
would like to first look at them as they relate to motion events, since they are the most 
thoroughly studied of all of the conflation event patterns that Talmy suggested.  
Talmy (2000 a, b) states that in motion events, the act of something changing location is the 
schematic core (referred to henceforth as “path”), and the manner or cause of that motion is the 
co-event. Thus, if an expression encodes the “path” onto the main verb, the expression would be 
verb-framed, and if it encodes the “path” onto the satellite, it would be considered satellite-
framed. For example, if we look at the following examples taken from Talmy (2000a), given 
below as (2 a, b), the Spanish expressions are considered to be verb-framed since the path of 
motion is encoded onto the main verb of the sentence and the manner of motion is encoded onto 
an adverb. Meanwhile, the English expressions, which are translations of the Spanish, would be 
considered to be satellite-framed because they encode the path of motion onto a satellite (a 
preposition in (2a) and a particle in (2b)) and the manner of motion onto the main verb of the 
sentence. I have added the boldface, italics and underlining to Talmy’s original examples to make 
this illustration easy to see. The boldface type indicates where the path is being expressed, the 
italics indicate where manner of motion is being expressed, and the underlining points out where 








                                                 
3
 Talmy (1985) originally defines a satellite as ‘the grammatical category of any constituent other than a noun-phrase 
or prepositional-phrase complement that is in a sister relation to the verb root’ and gives German verb prefixes and 
English particles as examples. However, this definition was later extended to include prepositions in Talmy (2009) 




(2) a. La   botella    entró        a    la   cueva     flotando. 
              the   bottle   moved.in   to  the   cave      floating. 
 “The bottle floated into the cave.” 
  b. El   globo      subió          por      la   chimenea   flotando. 
              the balloon moved.up  through  the   chimney    floating. 
 “The balloon floated up the chimney.” 
(Talmy 2000a; pp.49-50) 
 
As I mentioned in Section 2.1.1, Talmy’s theory of event conflation applies to not only motion 
events, but also to other types of events such as change-of-state events, and thus, so does his 
typology. For example, in change-of-state events, Talmy considers the actual physical change of 
an object (referred to henceforth as “change”) to be the main-event, and the manner or cause of 
that change to be the co-event. Thus, similarly to motion events, if the change is encoded on the 
main verb of a sentence, that expression is deemed to be verb-framed, and if the change is 
encoded onto a satellite, then it is considered to be satellite-framed. Let us now look at examples 
in (3a) and (3b), below. In the Japanese expression in (3a), the change is encoded on the main 
verb of the sentence, and the manner by which it changed is encoded on an adverb, and thus it is 
considered to be verb-framed. In contrast, the English expression in (3b), which is a translation 
of (3a), the change is encoded on a satellite (in this case an adjective) and the manner by which it 
changed is encoded into the main verb of the sentence, making it satellite-framed. I have added 
boldface, italics and underlining in the same manner as (2 a, b) to help illustrate the point. 
 
(3) a. Kare-wa   futo-o      pachin-to      aketa.  
     He-Top    lid-Acc   with a click    opened 
 b. He  flicked   the lid    open. 
 
Examples (2) and (3) show the two different framing types that Talmy (1985) suggested 
across two different types of event conflation patterns. However, not all languages can always be 
broken so neatly into satellite-framed and verb-framed. First, there is the problem as to what the 
basis is for putting one language into one category or another. Where do we draw the line? One 
idea is to break them up based on whether or not languages allow certain types of expressions. 
As illustrated in (4 a-d), we can use this as a deciding factor to some extent. 
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(4) a. Taro-wa  hashitte,   heya-ni   haitta.  
    Taro-Top     run      room-Dat  enter 
   “Taro ran and entered the room.” 
 b. *Taro-wa    heya-no     naka-ni   hashitta.  
       Taro-Top  room-Pos  inside-Dat    ran 
    “Taro ran to the inside of the room.” 
 c. Taro-wa     heya-no   oku-made   hashitta.  
    Taro-Top   room-Pos  inside-until     ran 
    “Taro ran until (he reached) the inside of the room.” 
 d. Taro-wa    heya-ni   kakekonda.  
     Taro-Top room-Dat  run.entered 
    “Taro ran into the room.” 
 
As we can see in (4), Japanese allows verb-framed expressions such as (4a), but rejects some 
would-be satellite-framed expressions such as (4b). It does, though, allow expressions like (4c), 
which is satellite-framed and (4d) which many would argue is neither verb-framed nor satellite-
framed. However, it should be mentioned that expressions such as (4c) and (4d) are limited in 
Japanese and thus can only be created in certain circumstances.
4
 Thus, we could still classify 
Japanese as a verb-framed language under the criteria of which expressions are allowed and 
which are not since it allows verb-framed expressions to be created unbridled, but places 
limitations on the types and ways in which non-verb-framed expressions can be used or created.  
However, there are also instances of languages in which both verb-framing and satellite-
framing can be used without limitations on either. According to Talmy (1985, 1991) himself, 
English usually encodes the main-event on a satellite and the co-event on the main verb and is 
therefore considered to be a satellite-framed language, but it can also encode the main-event on 
the main verb and the co-event elsewhere, making verb-framed expressions. For example, all of 





                                                 
4
 For a detailed discussion of the limitations of these types of expressions in Japanese, see Sections 2.2 and 3.2.2.  
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(5) a. The bottle floated into the cave. 
 b. The bottle entered the cave floating. 
 c. He flicked the lid open. 
 d. He opened the lid with a flick. 
 
In (5a), the path of motion is encoded onto a preposition and the manner of motion is encoded 
onto the main verb, making this expression satellite-framed. However, in (5b), the path of motion 
is encoded onto the main verb and the manner of motion is encoded onto a subordinate clause, 
making this expression verb-framed. Similarly, (5c) is satellite-framed because the change is 
expressed in a satellite and the manner of change is encoded on the main verb, but (5d) is verb-
framed because the change is encoded onto the main verb and the manner of change is expressed 
elsewhere. Thus, (5 a-d) shows us that English allows both verb-framed and satellite-framed 
expressions. However, unlike in Japanese, there are no limitations on the verb-framed 
expressions (5 b, d) or the satellite-framed expressions (5 a, c). Why then is English considered 
to be a satellite-framed language and not a verb-framed language? 
According to Talmy (2000 b), languages that primarily use satellite framing should be 
considered to be satellite-framed languages. But how do we know what is primarily used? One 
argument that is given that languages considered to be satellite-framed, such as English, 
primarily use satellite framing and languages considered to be verb-framed, such as Japanese, 
primarily use verb framing has to do with the number of path verbs (verbs which code path of 
motion and are constituent in verb-framing) versus the number of manner verbs (verbs which 
code manner of motion and are often use in satellite-framing) in a given language. Ohara (2007), 
for example, did a survey of the number of path verbs in Japanese and English and found that the 
number of path verbs that exist in Japanese far surpasses the number of path verbs that exist in 
English, indicating that path verbs are thus likely more frequently used in Japanese.  
Another way that some researchers have tried to prove that one language uses either verb-
framing or satellite-framing primarily is through comparative translation studies. For example, 
researchers such as Ono (2004) and Berman & Slobin (1994) looked at translation corpra. In 
looking at works that were originally a verb-framed language and their translations into a 
satellite-framed language, as well as works that were originally in a satellite-framed language 
and their translations into a verb-framed language, both researchers found that in both 
translations and original works, satellite-framed languages contained more satellite-framed 
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expressions and verb-framed languages contained more verb-framed expressions. 
Finally, one last way that researchers such as Slobin (2004) have tried to show that a language 
leans towards either verb- or satellite-framing is through event description tasks. Slobin (2004) 
used picture books that did not contain any words and showed them to native speakers of various 
languages. He then asked the subject to tell the story of what was happening in the book. He 
found that English speakers, for example, used satellite-framing far more frequently than 
anything else (for a details on this experiment and other findings from it, please see Section 
2.1.3). 
Thus, while it may be difficult to make a perfect linguistic typology based on framing if we 
only look at whether or not certain expressions exist in a language, there are ways to find out 
which type of framing is used more predominantly, as described above, and we can break 
languages into satellite-framed or verb-framed in this way. The characteristics of what are 
considered to be satellite-framed languages and verb-framed languages, based on previous 
research such as that described above, are summarized in Table 2, below. 
 
Table 2  Satellite-Framed Languages and Verb-Framed Languages According to Talmy 
 Verb-Framed Languages Satellite-Framed Languages 
Main-Event  
(path, change, etc.) 
Encoded on the main verb Encoded in a satellite 
Co-Event  
(manner, cause, etc.) 
Encoded outside of the main verb 
Generally encoded on the main 
verb 
Focus On the main-event On the co-event 
Examples Japanese, Korean, Spanish English, German, Russian 
 
As you can see in Table 2, verb-framed languages and satellite-framed languages differ in the 
type of information that they encode in the main verb. Since verbs are a more important 
linguistic element than satellites (verbs are required for a sentence to be complete whereas 
satellites are not), we can conjecture that the information that is encoded onto the verb is 
receiving more focus. This has also been pointed out through research by Slobin (2004) (see 
Section 2.1.3). Since cognitive factors such as focus (and also prototyping, see Section 2.3) 
affect the framing on which this typology is based, Talmy (1985, 1987, 1991, 2000b) thus claims 
this as a cognitive linguistic typology. 
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2.1.3 Slobin’s New Language Type 
 
As discussed in Section 2.1.2, since Talmy’s typology has many exceptions to it, it is less of a 
typology based on what types of framing are or are not allowed, and more of a typology based on 
which framing is used more predominantly in a language. However, while trying to figure out 
which category several different languages belonged to, Slobin (2004) discovered that some 
revisions were required of Talmy’s original typology.  
Slobin (2004) looked at Talmy’s typology by observing the framing tendencies of native 
speakers of several different languages. He showed a picture book that did not have any words in 
it
5
 to test subject and had them describe what was happening in the pictures. He then looked at 
what framing patterns speakers of different languages used and how often they used them. 
Furthermore, in order to observe the effects of a speaker’s language on their focus, he also 
recorded data about how much detail was given to describing the path of motion and the manner 
of motion. He discovered that the type of framing that was used in each language and the amount 
that speakers used one type of framing or another varied across each language surveyed. He also 
discovered differences in the tendency for speakers of some languages to encode the manner of 
motion on the main verb more often than others. Figure 1 shows some of Slobin’s results in 













                                                 
5
 The book was called “The Frog Story” and was later used in many similar experiments. 
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Figure 1 Results from Slobin (2004): The Amount of Manner of Motion Verbs Used by 
Speakers of Different Languages (intransitive verbs) 
 
(Slobin 2004: p. 168. Abridged by the author) 
 
What Figure 1 tells us is that speakers of languages that are considered to be satellite-framed, 
such as English, use far more manner of motion verbs to describe how the motion event took 
place than speakers of languages considered to be verb-framed such as Turkish and Spanish. 
While these results seem to show a clear difference in the types of languages, Slobin (2004) 
found varying results upon looking at the data of native speakers from several languages 
including Chinese, Thai, Russian, Spanish, French, German and many more. Native speakers 
seemed to use more manner of motion verbs for some scenes than others. For example, in one 
scene where a boy fell from a cliff, native speakers of Germanic languages (English, German, 
and Swedish) encoded the manner of motion onto the main verb 86% of the time, while native 
speakers of Slavic languages (Russian, Polish, Serbo-Croatian) did so 76% of the time, and 
native speakers of Romance languages (Spanish, French, and Portuguese) did so only 30% of the 
time. However, in a different scene, where an owl came out of a tree, native speakers of 
Romance languages did not use any manner of motion verbs, native speakers of Germanic 
languages used them 30% of the time and native speakers of Slavic languages used them 100% 
of the time. This data shows us that sometimes even when looking at framing pattern usage, it 
can be hard to always break languages clearly into just verb-framed or satellite-framed. For this 
reason, Slobin (2004) suggested that a cline or scale of framing might be more appropriate to 
describe languages than a clear break into just satellite- and verb-framed. Furthermore, Slobin 










there were some languages that seemed to prefer neither of the framing tendencies and used 
manner of motion verbs right around 50% of the time. 
Upon closer investigation of the languages that did not seem to favor either verb-framing or 
satellite-framing, Slobin (2004) discovered that they contained a framing pattern that Talmy 
(1985) had not originally considered. In this new framing pattern, both the main-event (path of 
motion) and the co-event (the path of motion) are encoded on grammatically equivalent forms 
(such as serial-verbs). Slobin (2004) called this new framing pattern equipollent-framing and 
languages that used this pattern and did not show signs of leaning towards describing either the 
main- or the co-event more predominantly equipollently-framed languages. According to Slobin 
(2004), there are three types of equipollently-framed languages, and a brief summary of each is 
given below in Table 3.  
 
Table 3 The three types of equipollently-framed languages  
Encoding Pattern Related Language Families 
MANNER VERB + PATH VERB: serial-verbs Niger-Congo, Hmong-Mien, Sino-Tibetan, Tai-
Kadai, Mon-Khmer, Austronesian 
[MANNER + PATH]VERB: bipartite verb Algonquian, Athabaskan, Hokan, Klamath-
Takelman 




Chen & Guo (2009) took up Slobin’s (2004) proposal for equipollently-framed languages and 
applied it to Chinese. They looked at various Chinese language corpra and found evidence that 
Chinese could indeed be considered an equipollently-framed language, as Slobin (2004) had 
originally suggested. According to their data, Chinese speakers made descriptions of the manner 
of motion about as often as they made descriptions of the path of motion and used several 
different patterns in which manner of motion and path of motion were encoded in a number of 
different ways. A detailed explanation of their work can be found in Section 3.2.3.  
As discussed in Section 2.1.2, Talmy’s typology does not seem to be a typology based strictly 
on whether or not a language has certain linguistic resources or patterns available to it, but rather 
it is based on which patterns are more predominantly used. If we use framing pattern usage as a 
proponent for breaking languages into different groups, it would make sense to claim a new type 
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(equipollently-framed languages) to explain for and categorize languages that show no usage 
patterns that lean towards either of the pre-existing types. Also, as Slobin (2004) suggested, since 
equipollently-framed patterns encode both the main-event and the co-event on grammatically 
equivalent forms – which is something that cannot be considered either verb-framing or satellite-
framing. For these reasons, the new framing-pattern and the new language type that Slobin 




Section 2.1 introduced Talmy’s (1985) idea of event conflation and the linguistic typology that 
he suggested based upon it. He said that there were 5 types of conflated events, motion, change 
of state, aspect, correlation of events, and realization of goals, and that a cognitive linguistic 
typology was based on how languages framed each of these events. Specifically, he broke 
languages into either verb-framed or satellite-framed, depending on where the main-event (such 
as path of motion or change) and the co-event (such as the manner or motion or cause of change) 
were predominantly encoded.  
However, there are several exceptions in Talmy’s original typology, and several researchers 
have studied it from different angles. Slobin (2004) discovered the need for a third framing 
pattern (equipollent-framing) and language type (equipollently-framed) to be added to Talmy’s 
typology while doing research to see how it played out in a number of languages. Equipollently-
framed languages, as explained by Slobin, do not tend to lean towards either verb- or satellite-
framing and in equipollent-framing, both the path and manner of motion are encoded on 
grammatically equivalent forms, which is why they do not show a tendency to focus on either the 
main- or co-event like verb- and satellite-framed languages do. Table 4 summarizes the three 
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（manner, cause, etc.） 
Encoded outside of 
the verb 
Encoded on verb Encoded on verb 
Focal tendency 
Main-event 
(path, change, etc.) 
Co-event 







Chinese, Thai, Jorvan 
 
Even with Slobin’s (2004) revision to Talmy’s typology, there are still researchers, such as 
Beavers et al. (2010) and Imbert (2012), that disagree with different aspects of it. However, 
much of what Talmy (1985, 1987, 1991, 2000 a&b, 2009) has said about event conflation and 
classifying languages based on it can be upheld. In the next section, we will look at some of the 
arguments against Talmy’s typology and why it can still be considered to be valid.  
 
2.2 Arguments Against Talmy’s Typology 
 
2.2.1 Beavers, Levin & Tham: Availability and Economy 
 
Beavers, Levin & Tham (2010) looked at Talmy’s typology from a different angle and 
postulated that a language’s tendency to lean towards either satellite- or verb-framing was not 
due to cognitive factors at all, but rather to a simple combination of the linguistic resources 
available in the language and processing economy. They argued that cross-linguistically, there 
are 5 ways to frame and express path and manner of motion, which have been summarized in 
Table 5, below. The 5 patterns that they claim are available include equipollent-framing as 
described by Slobin (2004), but go even further, breaking it into two types, and identifying 
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Table 5 The 5 patterns of path/manner of motion expression according to Beavers, Levin & 
Tham (201) 
Event conflation framing pattern Languages in which it is available 
Serial verbs (VmannerVpath) Thai, Chinese, Emayan 
Compound verbs (Vmanner + Vpath) Japanese, Chinese 
Complementation (Vmanner PP/DPpath) English 
Subordination (Vpath Vmanner –participle) All languages 
Adjunction (Vpath AdvP/PPmanner) All languages 
(Beavers et al. 2010, p.363) 
 
In order to tackle the problem of how different languages encode event conflation, it is 
important to identify all of the different ways in which it can be done – which is something 
Beavers et al. (2010) attempted to do with Table 5, above. According to them, subordination and 
adjunction are two patterns that are available in all languages, while serial verbs, compound 
verbs, and complementation are specific to particular languages. Beavers et al. (2010) looked at 
the problem of why some languages don’t use particular resources that are available to them, 
using Japanese as an example. One reason that they claim that complementation is not used very 
often in Japanese is that it is rarely available to use. Of course, if one of the 5 patterns listed in 
Table 5 does not exist or is not allowed in a particular language, it will not appear in that 
language. However, as I argued in Section 2.1, there are several exceptions when it comes to 
saying that any given framing pattern is completely unavailable in any particular language. 
Beavers et al. (2010) were also aware of this and thus added that though available linguistic 
resources was one of the major factors contributing to why languages tend to lean towards 
satellite- or verb-framing, processing economy also contributed to this phenomena.  
Beavers et al. (2010) said that speakers of a language will generally use linguistic patterns that 
have the lowest processing burden, and thus predicted that they also use the framing pattern that 
is the easiest to process. To illustrate this, they gave the following examples in Japanese, (6 a-d), 
claiming that (6a) is the easiest to process and that they become increasingly more difficult, with 
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(6d) being the most difficult to process.  
 
(6) a. John-wa      eki-ni       itta.  
    John-Top station-Dat  went 
   “John went to the station.” 
 b. John-wa      eki-ni        hashitte     itta.  
     John-Top  station-Dat   run.and   went 
    “John  went to the station, running.” 
 c. John-wa      eki     made  hashitta.  
     John-Top  station  until       ran 
  “John ran until (he reached) the station.” 
 d. John-wa   hashitte,      eki-ni          itta.  
     John-Top  run.and   station-Dat    went 
    “John ran and went to the station.” 
 
The reason that Beavers et al. (2010) give for (6a) having the lowest processing burden is that 
the manner of motion is not encoded in the sentence at all. They continue on to say that (6c) is 
more difficult to process than (6b) because (6b) allows for the same basic form and particle (ni) 
as (6a), while (6c) changes the particle. The particle “made” used in (6c) adds extra information 
regarding “boundary crossing” that the particle “ni” does not necessarily encode, and thus is 
considered by Beavers et al. (2010) to have a higher degree of processing burden. However, 
though it may be the case that (6b) is easier to process than (6c), Beavers et al. (2010) have no 
actual experimental data to back up this claim, and these same types of patterns are not 
necessarily the same in all languages (for example, in English to can be used for both path of 
motion verbs and manner of motion verbs and does not include any extra boundary crossing 
information, so sentences similar to (6b) and (6c) might be considered of equal processing 
burden in English). Finally, Beavers et al. (2010) claim that (6d) is the most difficult to process 
because it breaks the manner and path of motion into two separate clauses.  
The English sentences (7 a-d), below, are complementary to the Japanese example sentences 





(7) a. John went to the station. 
 b. *John run-went to the station. / ? John went to the station running. 
 c. John ran to the station. 
 d. John ran and went to the station. 
 
Since English does not allow for serial verbs or compound verbs, it cannot produce sentences 
quite like (6b), as exemplified by the unacceptable sentence in (7b). Finally, in order to create a 
sentence like (7c) in English, the preposition and basic sentence form does not have to change at 
all from (7a). Thus, Beavers et al. (2010) claim that in English, the processing burden does not 
change much from a sentence like (7a) to (7c). Since English can keep the same grammatical 
form in both sentences like (7a) and (7c), unlike in Japanese, there is not as much of a change in 
processing burden to add information concerning the manner of motion in English as there is in 
Japanese. If this is true, it would help to explain why English is more likely to lean towards 
satellite-framing than Japanese.  
Thus, as outlined above, Beavers et al. (2010) argue that Talmy’s typology is not due to 
cognitive factors, but can instead be explained by what framing patterns are allowed in a 
particular language and how hard the each pattern is to process in the language. I will argue that 
there are problems in their theory in Section 2.2.3 and present experimentation that supports my 
points in Section 2.2.3.  
 
 
2.2.2 Imbert: A Loss of Focus 
 
Imbert (2012) summarized much of the most recent research on Talmy’s proposed typology 
and pointed to problems in its framework. One of the problems that she focused on most was the 
fact that not all languages can be easily divided into satellite-framed and verb-framed – a 
problem that researchers such as Slobin (1996, 2004) and Sinha and Kuteva (1995) brought up 
and was also touched on in this paper in previous sections. Even if we include the new framing 
type proposed by Slobin (2004) (see Section 2.1.3), Imbert points to the fact that we still cannot 
explain for the differences in framing pattern usages between languages considered to be of the 
same type, such as French and Spanish. Imbert (2012) also posits that limitations in expressions 
that include boundary crossing information are the reason that languages such as French and 
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Spanish are considered to be verb-framed. According to Imbert (2012), French and Spanish do 
not allow for the main verb of the sentence to be a manner of motion verb, when a figure crosses 
a boundary, but do when there is no boundary being crossed. She points this out with examples 
(8 a, b), below.  
 
(8)  a. corre                         a              la casa     
   (motion / manner)   (path)        (ground)         
   they.run                     to            the house 
  “They ran to the house” 
 b. entrar                  a la casa              corriendo 
   (motion / path)     (ground)              (manner) 
    they.enter            the house              running 
  “They entered the house, running.”  
Imbert (2012) pp.242  
 
Next, Imbert (2012) brought up the fact that Slobin (2004) and Ibarretxe-Antuñano (2009) 
offered the idea that Talmy’s typology should not be a strict categorization based on framing, but 
rather a cline. However, she pointed out the fact that it is unclear whether we should base such a 
cline on how languages do or do not describe the manner of motion, such as Slobin (2004) 
seemed to suggest, or on where the path is encoded. She goes on to say that some research on 
motion events focuses on manner of motion while other research focuses primarily on the path, 
but if we are to talk about these differences as a typology, the research must reach an agreement 
on which is to be focused on. Imbert (2012) then cites Talmy (2009) who says that path is the 
main proponent in his typology and thus claims that the focus of research relating to framing 
typology should be brought back to the path.  
Imbert (2012) then pointed to several psycho-linguistic experiments to try to answer the 
question of whether or not the differences in linguistic framing types really have any effect on 
cognitive processes and vice-versa. She brought up research such as Gennari et al. (2002) and 
Papafragou et al. (2002, 2008) which shows that preferences for certain framing patterns do not 
seem to affect working memory. However, Imbert (2012) herself refers to another experiment 
(Soroli and Hickmann 2010) that reports framing pattern tendencies do affect categorization 
(Soroli and Hickmann’s (2010) research is brought up in more detail in Section 2.2.3).  
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Finally, Imbert (2012) states that most of the research surrounding Talmy’s proposed typology 
has been done on only European languages, primarily on Romance, Germanic and Slavic 
languages. She then expresses her doubts that languages from other parts of the world would fit 
into any of the categories his typology provides. Imbert (2012) points to the equipollently-
framed patterns in Chinese and Greek and the “path + voice” framing pattern found in Tagalong, 
and predicts that if we look at a wider range of languages that we will find a number of new and 
different framing patterns, although she does not give any further concrete examples. Thus, she 
believes that the problem of where path is expressed in motion events is much broader and more 
complicated than just the two types that Talmy (1985) originally suggested. 
 
2.2.3 Why Talmy’s Typology is Still Valid  
 
Beavers et al. (2010) argued against Talmy’s (1985) proposed typology from a more 
conventional standpoint, suggesting that it was not due to cognitive factors at all. They instead 
proposed that is was due to (i) the types of expressions that were available and/or allowed in 
each given language, and (ii) the amount of processing that was required for each type. However, 
while these may indeed be factors that influence Talmy’s typology, they are not enough to fully 
explain it.  
One of the problems in Beavers et al. (2010) is that though they looked at various possible 
framing patterns in many different languages, there are several languages that have certain 
framing patterns available, but are limited in where and how they can occur. For example, 
Beavers et al. (2010) point to the fact that Japanese has compound verbs that can be used for 
motion event framing, but they fail to notice that these verbs are rather limited. I illustrate this 










(9) a. Kare-wa  heya-ni   kakekonda.  
     He-Top  room-Dat   run.enter 
    “He ran into the room.” 
 b. ?Kare-wa  heya-ni    hashirikonda.  
       He-Top   room-Dat   run.enter 
    “He ran into the room.” 
 c. ??Kare-wa  heya-ni     hazumikonda.  
         He-Top  room-Dat   bounce.enter 
    “He bounced into the room.” 
 d. *Kare-wa  heya-ni     norikonda.
7
 
        He-Top  room-Dat   ride.enter 
    “He rode into the room.” 
 e. *Kare-wa   heya-ni    hashirihaitta.  
       He-Top   room-Dat   run.enter 
    “He ran into the room.” 
 
(9 a-e) show that there are clear limitations on the extent to which compound verbs can be 
created and used in Japanese motion event framing. For example, while kakekomu (run-enter) is 
allowed, compound verbs such as hashirikomu (run-enter) and hazumikomu (jump-enter), as 
shown in (9 b, c) become less and less acceptable. Furthermore, if the word -komu (enter) is 
replaced as the second verb with another word also meaning enter, hairu, such as in (9e), the 
compound verb becomes completely disallowed. In other words, to make a compound verb that 
has the meaning of “enter”, the word komu must be used as the second verb. While there has 
been much research on the limitations of compound verbs in Japanese, and rules such as the rule 
of transivity harmony (tadosei-chowa no gensoku) have been made clear (Kageyama 1993), it is 
still unclear as to why the verb hairu cannot be included in compound verbs. Thus, while 
Japanese does allow some compound verbs, it only does so in very limited situations that cannot 
fully be explained. This means that the use of compound verbs in Japanese is not nearly as 
useable as Beavers et al. (2010) originally suggested, and thus usage of them in Japanese must be 
due in part to framing preferences.  
Beavers et al. (2010) also claimed that the framing pattern choices that speakers make from 
                                                 
7
 While the word “nori-komu” (ride-enter) is a valid compound verb in Japanese, it does not have the meaning “to 
enter (something), (while) riding (something)” as one might think based on example (8a).  
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the options available to them are then decided primarily by processing economy. However, I do 
not believe that ease of processing can explain for much of speakers’ framing tendencies at all, 
and offer (10), below, as proof.  
 
(10) a. John-wa    saka-o      nobotta.  
     John-Top  hill-Acc  ascended 
 b. John-wa   saka-o      kakenobotta.  
     John-Top hill-Acc   run.ascended 
 c. John-wa  saka-no  chōten  made  hashitta. 
     John-Top hill-Poss   top     until     ran 
 d. John-wa  hashitte,   saka-o     nobotta. 
     John-Top run.and   hill-Acc  ascended 
 e. John went up the hill. 
 f. *John run-went up the hill. / ? John went up the hill running. 
 g. John ran up the hill. / John ran to the top of the hill. 
 h. John ran and went up the hill. 
 
According to Beavers et al. (2010), sentences such as (10a) are most often used in Japanese 
because they are the easiest to process. They also claim that sentences such as (10c) are not used 
as often in Japanese because (10c) contains information regarding boundary crossing and thus is 
more difficult to process. Meanwhile, expressions such as (10g) can be made in English without 
adding any boundary crossing information, and thus the manner of motion can be included in 
sentences such as (10g) in English without becoming much more difficult to process. Following 
this logic, Beavers et al. (2010) offer that this is why English speakers are more likely to use 
manner of motion verbs than Japanese speakers. 
However, expressions such as (10b) do not contain any boundary crossing information either 
– the only added information is the manner of motion. Following the logic of Beavers et al. 
(2010), the difference in processing difficulty between (10b) and (10a) would be the same as the 
difference in processing difficulty between (10e) and (10g). Thus, it would make sense that 
Japanese speakers would highly favor compound verbs such as the one found in (10b) for 
describing motion events, as long as they are allowed in the given situation. However, even in 
situations where compound verbs are very much available to describe a motion event, Japanese 
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native speakers do not use them very often (please see Section 3.3 for experimental data proving 
this). If we consider processing economy to be a major motivating factor in framing pattern 
choices of speakers in different languages, we would expect Japanese speakers to use 
expressions such as (10b) close to as often as English speakers use expressions like (10g). Since 
this is not the case, I begin to question the amount of influence that processing difficulty has on 
framing pattern choices. 
Furthermore, there are a variety of framing patterns available in English, and yet native 
speakers generally use expressions like (10g). Although Beavers et al. (2010) argues that the 
difference in processing difficulty is not very great between expressions such as (10e) and (10g), 
they do argue that expressions such as (10e) are in fact the easiest to process. This can be argued 
easily, because (10e) clearly contains less information than (10g) or (10h). Moreover, English 
has a number of path of motion verbs such as ascend and climb. Following Beavers et al.’s 
(2010) argument, English native speakers should thus use expressions such as (10a) very often 
whenever they are available to describe motion events, as they are the easiest to process. 
However, English native speakers rarely ever use such expressions (see Sections 3.2.1 and 3.3.2 
for statistical proof of this). Though English does not have as many path of motion verbs as 
Japanese (Ohara 2007), it does have many. Levin (1993), for example, gives the following list of 
English verbs that inherently encode the path of motion on them. 
 
Advance, arrive, ascend, climb, come, cross, depart, descend, enter, escape, exit, fall, flee, 
leave, plunge, recede, return, rise, tumble 
(Levin 1993, p. 263) 
 
Since English has a wide variety of path of motion verbs, as shown above, why is it that they 
are rarely used by native speakers of English? The fact that English speakers routinely do not use 
the easiest to process pattern(s) available to them casts further doubt onto the theory that 
processing economy influences speakers’ framing pattern choices, as posited by Beavers et al. 
(2010). Since there are quite a number of path of motion verbs available to English, which are 
not limited in any way, one would expect English native speakers to use expressions such as 
(10e) every bit as often as Japanese native speakers use expressions such as (10a) if the 
differences in satellite- and verb-framing could indeed be explained by only available lexical 
resources and processing economy. However, according to studies by Slobin (2004), Cadierno 
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(2008) and many others (including experiments conducted by myself, the results of which are 
reported in Section 3.3), Japanese native speakers use verb-framed expressions, such as the ones 
shown in (10a) and (10e), far more frequently than English native speakers. 
Lastly, I have observed that even when English speakers do use path of motion verbs, they 
sometimes exhibit the tendency to attach satellites containing the exact same path information as 
the verb. An affinity to duplicate the path meaning with an additional grammatical structure is 
something that most certainly cannot be explained by processing economy. Even if there are 
lexical resource limitations that might lead English and Japanese speakers to use certain framing 
patterns, this path duplication by English speakers in their own native language cannot be 
explained at all by Beavers et al.’s (2010) logic. This phenomenon and the causes for it are 
thoroughly examined in Section 2.3. 
Imbert (2012) pointed to the fact that several different types of framing patterns are available 
in every language, and used this to raise questions about whether or not the linguistic typology 
suggested by Talmy (1985), could truly stand as a typology. However, as I have mentioned 
above, although several different framing patterns might be available in a particular language, 
one must also look at how often such patterns are actually used in that language. For example, 
the three languages taken up in this study, Chinese, Japanese and English all exhibit quite 
different framing pattern usage tendencies (this is argued in depth in Sections 3.2 and 4.1, and 
shown through experimental data in Sections 3.3 and 4.2). If speakers use one framing pattern 
more predominantly than others and it becomes a prototype (as suggested by the results of 
experiments I conducted, presented in Section 2.3), then there is surely enough reason to think 
that a typology based on the prototypical framing patterns of languages could be made.  
Imbert (2012) also called into question whether or not Talmy’s suggested typology was 
actually a cognitive typology, pointing to research such as Gennari et al. (2002) and Papafragou 
et al. (2002, 2008), which suggested that motion framing patterns do not have any effect on 
working memory. However, there is also research, such as Soroli & Hickmann (2010), which 
shows that motion event framing types have an effect on speakers’ categorization. Soroli & 
Hickmann (2010) looked at speakers of French (a verb-framed language) and English (a satellite-
framed language) to determine if they categorized motion differently. Test subjects watched short 
videos which showed both a manner and path of motion. Next, they watched two more videos, 
one which showed the same manner of motion but a different path, and one which showed the 
same path of motion but a different manner. Test subjects were then asked which two videos 
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were part of the same group. For example, test subjects were shown something like (a) in Figure 
2, a scene in which a man is riding a bicycle into a room. Then, they were asked whether (b), a 
man walking into a room, or (c) a man riding a bicycle out of a room, matched the first video.  
 
Figure 2 Example problem used in Soroli & Hickmann (2010)  
 
 
Solori & Hickmann (2010) found that French speakers predominantly grouped videos 
showing the same path together (in other words, (a) and (b) from Figure 2, above), while English 
speakers were more likely to group videos showing the same manner of motion together (such as 
(a) and (c) from Figure 2, above). Even though the test subjects were not asked to describe the 
videos or use any linguistic processes in completing their task, they found a clear difference in 
how the speakers of verb-framed languages and satellite-framed languages categorized motion 
events.  
Furthermore, I argue and provide experimental evidence in Section 2.3 that satellite-framing 
has become a prototype for motion event descriptions for native speakers of English. If English 
speakers exhibit prototypical tendencies in their framing patterns, then we can conjecture that 
other speakers do as well. Though Imbert (2012) and Beavers et al. (2010) call into question 
whether or not there are any cognitive factors at play in Talmy’s suggested typology, as shown in 
this section (and will be shown in detail in Section 2.3), research suggests that both 
categorization and prototyping influence and are influenced by the framing type of a speaker. 
Thus, I feel that it is safe to continue researching under the presumption that cognitive factors do 
indeed play at least some role in Talmy’s linguistic typology.  
Finally, Imbert (2012) brought up the fact that Talmy’s typology has mostly been looked at in 
the frame of European languages, and expressed doubts that other languages, such as African and 
Asian languages, would fit into either of Talmy’s categories. She gave equipollently-framed 
patterns in Chinese and Greek as an example of ways in which languages could veer away from 
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falling into either of the original two categories that Talmy suggested. As she suggests, there are 
some languages that don’t quite match other satellite- or verb-framed languages, such as 
equipollently-framed languages (as suggested by Slobin 2004) or languages like Navajo, which 
conflate the path of motion and the figure (Talmy 2009). However, though there are other 
possibilities for event conflation, many researchers, such as Ono (2004) and Bowerman et al. 
(1995), have found that there are many Asian languages, such as Korean and Japanese, that fit 
into the verb-framed language category even better than any European language. Furthermore, 
after looking at several Native American languages, Talmy (2009) found most of them to be 
highly representative of satellite-framed languages. While it is conceivable that in looking at the 
many languages of the world we might find some that offer a new framing pattern type, the 
recent research into Talmy’s framing typology is actually quite extensive and has actually grown 
to include quite a number of the world’s languages. Even with such an extensive scope, 
researchers have yet to find anything beyond the 5 framing types offered by Beavers et al. (2010) 
and the rather unique framing type that Navajo possesses, as expressed by Talmy (2009). Thus, 
even though there might be more framing types that exist in the world, the majority of languages 
seem to fall more or less into the cline of categories as offered by Slobin (2004), based on 
Talmy’s original categories (1985). To offer that Talmy’s typology does not stand because we 
might discover languages that do not fit into it is a shot in the dark, and one that Imbert (2012) 
does not actually offer any evidence for – but merely guesses at. Though there is still a need to 
look at how even more languages do or do not fit into Talmy’s proposed typology, we should 




In Section 2.2, I introduced some of the research that calls Talmy’s (1985) suggested cognitive 
linguistic typology into question, and also presented my own arguments against them. Beavers et 
al. (2010) suggested that there were no cognitive factors at work in Talmy’s typology and that the 
difference in satellite- and verb-framed languages could be explained by a combination of 
available lexical resources in a language and processing economy. Though I will agree that these 
factors have some effect on Talmy’s typology, I argued that they could not sufficiently explain 
for why speakers of some languages will use more difficult to process expressions when lexical 
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resources are available to use easier to process ones. I delve into this point further in Section 2.3, 
showing through experimentation that speakers will stick to their own prototypical framing 
patterns even if it means making the expression incorrect or more difficult to process.  
Imbert (2012) also questioned whether or not Talmy’s typology was due to any sort of 
cognitive factors, but I refuted this point by pointing to research by Soroli & Hickmann (2010), 
which shows that categorization is influenced by language type, and also by doing my own 
experimentation, which is presented in the next section and suggests that prototyping plays a 
heavy role in framing patterns. Imbert (2012) also pointed to the fact that there are many 
exceptions in Talmy’s typology. However, I argued in this section that Talmy’s (1985) typology 
is not one merely of which expressions are available or not, but is one of which expressions are 
predominantly used. If we look at Talmy’s typology in this light, then it becomes much clearer as 
to which languages belong to which category.  
While the cognitive linguistic typology that Talmy (1985) suggested has been the source of 
much criticism, there is also much research that supports it and carries it forward. As explained 
in this section, I believe that there is value in this typology and more than enough evidence to 
think that the effects of this typology on second language acquisition should be studied. In the 
next section I make this point even more evident and present a phenomenon not yet considered 
in the framing typology debate and what it means for the field.  
 
2.3 Satellitization: New Evidence for Cognitive Processes in Motion 
Event Framing 
 
2.3.1 Satellitization by Native Speakers of English 
 
Cadierno (2008) used the term “satellitization” to describe occasions of a second language 
learner of Spanish (a verb-framed language), whose first language was Dutch (a satellite-framed 
language), using ‘inaccurate constructions incorporating redundant and anomalous path particles 
not found in Spanish’ (e.g. *El niño fue arriba de una roca, Lit: The boy went on top of a rock 
“The boy climbed onto a rock” – Cadierno 2008, p. 261). She reported that this was a common 
mistake of native speakers of satellite-framed languages when they learned verb-framed 
languages, and attributed this to transfer from the learner's native language. While this could be 
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due to a transfer of cognitive patterns of motion event conflation or a retention of perception shift 
from the first language, it could also be due to an incorrect lexical transfer of the second 
language's constraints on boundary, result or ending locations, as Beavers et al. (2010) might 
suggest. 
However, I have noticed that the same kind of phenomenon exists in the first language 
expressions of native English speakers. Thus, I will borrow her term, but for this section, I will 
talk about the satellitization that occurs in native English speech. For the intents and purposes of 
this section, I will define the term here as the usage of a satellite that encodes the exact same path 
information as the verb, such as in examples (11 a-d), which were all expressions made by native 
speakers of English, taken from the data of my first experiment, introduced in detail in Section 
2.3.3.  
 
(11) a. The boy entered in the building. 
 b. The balloon rose up. 
 c. The girl exited out of the room. 
 d. The girl threw the Frisbee, and it returned back to her. 
 
In the examples above, in in (11a) encodes the same meaning as entered, up encodes the same 
meaning of as rose in (11b), out of the same as exited in (11c) and back the same as returned in 
(11d). Satellitization in English presents an interesting phenomenon, as a satellite indicating 
direction is not necessary after a path verb in English, so there would seem to be no economical 
reason to add one in any of the situations as seen in (11a-d)
8
, which contradicts Beavers et al. 
(2010)’s theory that Talmy’s typology can be explained by available lexical resources and 
processing economy.  
While some of these patterns, such as those in (11 a-d), might seem odd, I argue that none of 
them can necessarily be considered ungrammatical, as they are used and accepted to varying 
degrees by native speakers, although rarely altogether rejected. To illustrate this point, I 
conducted a corpus study using the Brigham Young University Corpus of Contemporary 
American English (COCA). I focused on the following 9 pairs of words, which I consider to be 
examples of satellitization in English.  
                                                 
8
 It should be noted that I do not consider path verb/satellite combinations in which the satellite encodes different 
path information from the path verb to be an instance of satellitization, as the path information is different. Thus, I 
do not consider combinations such as fall over, sink through, or chase over to be examples of satellitization. 
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enter in(to), exit out (of), rise up, ascend up, fall down, sink down, descend down, return back, 
chase after  
 
First, to show that these phrases are all in use in American English and are examples of 
pleonasm rather than grammatical mistakes, I have extracted the following examples from native 
speakers that appeared in the corpus, along with their sources.  
 
1. “Darrel fell back into the trailer and then Aaron entered into the trailer.” 
 From ABC News 20/20, 5/21/2010. “The man who had enough; murder rocks small 
California town.” 
 
2. “We exited out of the steps about 10 minutes before.” 
From Pianin, Eric and Dewar, Helen (1998). “Close Calls, a Sense of the Inevitable and a 
Resolve to Keep Congress Open.”  In The Washington Post – A SECTION 07/26/1998.  
 
3. “When they returned back to this area, police say, he was free to go home.” 
From CNN Live Today, 2/6/2002. “Police Progress in Search for 7-year-old Girl.” 
 
4. “The intact wing rose up in the air as the water-logged broken wing caused the plane to 
submerge sideways into the water.” 
From Marrow, Nicole and Hayden, Laura (2011). Angel. New York; Forge. 1st edition. 
 
5. “He ascended up that passageway growing more and more distant, until he disappeared.” 
From Lund, Gerald N. (1990) Pillar of Light. Salt Lake City; Bookcraft 
 
6. “Hundreds of Muslim men descended down both sides of the ridge.” 
From Sudetic, Chuck (1995). “Blood and vengeance”. In Rolling Stone – Dec 28
th
, p90.  
 
7. “I was lying perfectly still and someone fell down right in front of me.” 





8. “Wolverton sank down a meter or so, but the spiderlegs held him.” 
From Sulivan, Tim (2010). Star-Crossed. Vol. 118, Iss. 3/4; p68 
 
9. “Claire stood in shock as the two men chased after Tom.” 
From Finder, Joseph (2011). High Crimes. New York; St. Martin’s Paperbacks. 
 
Next, I looked for the frequencies with which these patterns occur. I took data in two ways. 
First, I took randomized search results for each of the nine verbs mentioned above (enter, exit, 
return, rise, ascend, descend, fall, sink, and chase) and found the first 200 examples of motion 
events. I then counted the number of times that these verbs occurred together with their 
satellitized path particles (listed and exemplified above). I excluded instances of figurative 
motion, and only included sentences that described concrete motion events. Thus, sentences such 
as (12 a-c) would be excluded because they are not instances of actual motion, but sentences 
such as (12d) were included in the sampling. 
 
(12) a. I entered school when I was 5 years old. 
 b. He sank into depression. 
 c. The prince ascended the throne. 
 d. The boy entered the building. 
 
Then, I looked at the total number of entries in the corpus for each verb in the past tense and 
as compared to the number of times that the verb in the past tense occurred followed 
immediately by its satellitized particle (as listed above). I examined the verbs in the past tense to 
try to avoid instances of nominalization such as exit (as in the opposite of entrance) and fall (as 
in humpty dumpty had a great fall). However, I had to search each individual sentence for the 
past tense of rise, as it shares a spelling with a flower and a woman’s name (rose).  
In this way, I was able to find both the frequency that the satellitization pairs examined in this 
section (exemplified on the previous page) occur in motion events, and the frequency with which 






Table 6 Frequency of satellitization pairs found in corpus study 
Word(s) 
Occurrences 















4 2% 21,747 1,882 10.68% 
exited 
(out) 
1 0.5% 943 9 0.95% 
returned 
(back) 
0 0%* 28,272 34 0.12% 
rose  
(up) 
10 5% 22,037 1,009 4.58% 
ascended (up) 0 0%* 755 2 0.2% 
descended 
(down) 
1 0.5% 3,451 4 0.12% 
fell (down) 8 4% 39,329 820 2.08% 
sank (down) 19 9.5% 4,161 256 6.2% 
chased (after) 17 8.5% 2,890 133 4.6% 
* While there were 0 cases found in the 200 samples looked at, there were samples of path 
doubling found in the corpus. The actual amount may not be 0%, but it must be very low. 
 
As Table 6 shows, there is a variant, but rather low amount of satellitization in motion event 
descriptions made by adult English speakers. However, while satellitization is not the norm, it is 
also not such a rare phenomenon that we can consider these utterances to be completely 
ungrammatical. It is also interesting to note that the likelihood of satellitization to occur in 
motion events does not seem to correlate with the amount that words are used in general (i.e. fell 
is the most widely used words, but the frequency with which it is combined with down in motion 
event descriptions is comparatively low).  
Table 6 also shows that the path verbs that are most frequently used in the English language 
are fell, returned, rose, and entered, in that order. Furthermore, entered is most likely to be 
followed overall (not just in instances of motion events), by its satellitized pair (either the word 
in or into), followed by sank, chased, rose and finally fell. However, it should be noted that not 
all of these instances of the path verb and its satellitized pair necessarily indicate an instance of 
satellitization. For example, the word in can also be used to as an adjunct, such as one that 
indicates a time at which an event of entering occurred, as in (13a) below. Furthermore, in some 
 
37 
circumstances, enter can take a slightly different meaning when used as a transitive verb, such as 
in (13b). In (13b), into starts a prepositional phrase indicating the location where the data has 
gone. While this is different from the scope of this section, it is interesting to note that a similar 
sort of satellitization exists, since into is not necessarily needed after entered in (13b), as shown 
by (13c) in which to, rather than into, is used after entered. 
 
(13) a. The French entered in 1987. 
 b. The data was entered into the system. 
 c. “All sales were then entered to the local computers at the branch offices.” 
From Pei, Buck K. W., Streinbart, Paul John and Reneau, J. Hal. The effects of 
judgment strategy and prompting on using rule-based expert systems for knowledge 
transfer. In Journal of Information Systems. Spring 1994. Vol. 8, Issue 1, p22 
 
Regardless of the fact that some of the instances of the path verbs given in Table 6 occurring 
together with their given satellitized prepositions/particles cannot be considered instances of 
satellitization, I still reported their frequencies, because if they occur together frequently enough, 
young learners could potentially confuse them as some kind of phrasal verb. However, none of 
the pairs seemed to return a high enough frequency to warrant this kind of concern. Furthermore, 
in looking at the data from ‘enter in/into’, I can conclude that general occurrences of path verbs 
in sequence with their satellitized particle do not necessarily mean that this will cause an equally 
high usage of the pair together in motion event descriptions (the pair enter in/into was used over 
10% of the time in general, but only 2% in motion event descriptions). Thus, it is highly unlikely 
that any of the pairs examined in this experiment are due to being confused as any sort of phrasal 
verb. Why then do English speakers make motion event descriptions with the path encoded in 
both a satellite and the main verb? 
While the satellite in phrases such as fall down could potentially encode realization of a goal 
or event completion, which Talmy (2000a) suggests can be encoded by a satellite, illustrated in 
(14 a, b), this is not the case in phrases such as “chase after”, as illustrated by (14c), and not 






(14) a. The police chased the man, but they did not catch him. 
 b. *The police chased the man down, but they did not catch him. 
 c. The police chased after the man, but they did not catch him. 
 d. The branch fell down. 
 e. The branch fell down, but got caught part-way to the ground. 
 
(14 a, c) clearly shows that although after can be added to the word chase, it does not have the 
same completive aspectual properties that down does, because negation by the phrase “but they 
did not catch him” is disallowed in (14b) whereas it is allowed in (14c). Thus, the word after in 
the phrase chase after cannot be considered to encode realization of a goal or event completion. 
(14 d, e) show that although the word down in the phrase fall down could potentially be 
considered aspectual, it does not always necessarily perform this function. 
Furthermore, data from experimentation that will be presented in Section 2.3.3 shows that 
younger native English speakers are far more likely to use phrases like fall down and chase after. 
However, it is difficult to believe that elementary school students are far better at encoding 
aspect and realization of goals than high school students and adults. These phrases redundantly 
repeat the same information and are not the norm in standard English (please reference Table 6). 
As the data in Table 6 shows, adult native speakers of English do commit satellitization 
sometimes, but it is not done at such a high frequency that one could suppose children 
accidentally pick them up from adults as chunked pairs or confuse them as phrasal verbs. Why 
then does satellitization occur in the English of native speakers? Satellitization does not appear 
to be from linguistic interference, is not learned from surroundings, is not an expression of aspect 
or goal realization, and makes increases processing difficulty.  
In looking at the phenomenon of satellitization, as described above, I posit that it occurs 
because native speakers of English have a very strong tendency to use satellite framing, and thus 
when they are faced with verb-framed phrases, they try to change these phrases into satellite-
framed phrases, which are more standard to them – a kind of interference from their own first 
language. In the next section, I take data from the CHILDES database in order to show that 
children at a very young age already use satellite framing predominantly, which has already been 
suggested by Stringer (2005). If children show a very strong tendency towards satellite framing 
at a very young age, then it is safe to surmise that satellite framing becomes the prototypical 
motion event framing pattern for native English speakers. If this is indeed the case, then one 
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could also hypothesize that native English speakers must then learn verb framing later in life 
when they come across path verbs. In such a case, satellitization may very well be occurring 
because native speakers of English initially try to make these verb-framed types of expressions 
into satellite-framed expressions by encoding the path onto a satellite, regardless of whether or 
not it is actually necessary.  
In order to prove that (i) satellite framing does indeed become the prototypical method of 
motion event expression in English, and (ii) English speakers commit satellitization more at a 
younger age and less as they learn verb-framing, I conducted two experiments, which I will 
report on in Sections 2.3.2 and 2.3.3.  
 
2.3.2 Motion Event Framing by Native Speakers of English in the Two-
Word Stage  
 
To prove that satellite framing is acquired first in native speaking English children, and to 
illustrate the extent to which it is used as a prototype for them in the early stages of language 
development, I took data from the online CHILDES database and analyzed it. I looked at the 
transcripts of 9 American, mono-lingual English speaking children, from the onset of their two-
word phase up to six months past this point. Data was collected every time the child created a 
motion expression. A total of 159 utterances were collected and analyzed. I verified that there 
was no significant difference in the framing tendencies of the 9 children through a chi-square 
test, 
2
 [3, 9] = 20.13, p=0.214. The data for these children and their utterances can be seen in 
Table 7, below. 
 
Table 7 Data from native English speaking children in the two-word phase 
Child Aaron Cameron Charlotte Georgia Hannah Kaeley Nate Nick Rebecca 






Sat. 75.72% 85.71% 78.57% 91.67% 85% 80% 100% 83.3% 82.6% 
“go”  24.28% 3.57% 7.14% 4.17% 0% 20% 0% 16.7% 4.35% 




On average, the children used pure satellite framing in 83.65% of their utterances, the word go 
alone in 8.18%, and verb framing in only 7.55%. Pure satellite framing was considered to be a 
verb + a satellite, whereas phrases such as “Mommy go” were counted separately as “the word 
go alone”
9
. A one-way statistical analysis of variance (ANOVA) test performed on the children’s 
framing tendencies revealed that there was in fact a significant difference in their preferences 
(F[2, 9] = 257.948, p<0.001). These results are summarized below in Figure 3. 
 
Figure 3 Framing tendencies of English native speaking children in the two-word phase 
 
 
It is striking to note that of the 12 phrases that could be considered verb-framing, 9 of them 
were the phrase fall down, 1 of them was the word fall on its own, and 2 of them were an 
occurrence of the word chase without any satellite accompaniment. Thus, even though all 12 
phrases were counted as verb-framing and not satellite-framing in the above data, only 3 of the 
159 motion phrases did not include any satellite whatsoever. Furthermore, this suggests that the 
satellitization of the word fall begins as early as English speaking children begin to use it.  
We must also point out that of the pure satellite-framed responses, “go + satellite” occurred 
35.34% of the time, followed by other non-manner verbs such as get and come occurring 
together with satellites 33.83% of the time, and manner verbs occurring with satellites 30.83% of 
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the time. While there was still not a large variety of manner verbs that the children put together 
with satellites, some examples include run, fly, take, push, roll, slide, and jump. This data is 
presented in Figure 4 below. 
 
Figure 4 Words combined with satellites by children in the two-word phase 
 
 
This data suggests that though English speaking children are more prone to using non-manner 
verbs in combination with satellites than their adult counterparts (compare to the nearly 75% of 
satellite phrases being coupled with manner verbs as reported in the next section), they are 
already starting to realize that manner verbs can be combined with satellites to create motion 
expressions. It is thus fathomable that as an English speaking child’s vocabulary expands, so will 
its tendency to use a variety of manner verbs with satellites to create motion expressions. 
 
2.3.3 Satellitization in English First Language Acquisition 
 
To show that satellitization is caused by English speaking children first learning satellite-
framing as a prototype for motion event framing and then trying to mistakenly fit this pattern 
onto path of motion verbs, I conducted a first language acquisition experiment. If English 















type, satellite-framing, then we should be able to observe more instances of satellitization in 
younger children than older ones, as they have not yet fully acquired verb-framing yet. In order 
to prove that this was the case, I looked at satellitization occurrences in elementary, middle, and 
high-school students. 
I gained the consent of Marie G. Davis K-12 School, in North Carolina, United States of 
America, to conduct a simple linguistics experiment with children that attended school there. All 
of the children in my experimentation were monolingual native English speakers with no other 
foreign language background. Overall, 57 elementary school aged children, 59 middle school 
aged children, and 38 high school aged children were used as subjects, and this data is 
summarized in Table 8, below. Of elementary school aged children, only grades 4-6 were 
included in my data, as the task was a bit difficult for children younger than this and their writing 
skills were not as developed. 
 
Table 8 Test subjects in the first language acquisition experiment 
 Elementary Middle High-School 
Number of Subjects 57 59 38 
Ages Between 7 and 10 Between 11 and 13 Between 14 and 17 
 
The test subjects were shown 16 short video clips (between 5 and 20 seconds) including one 
example question, and asked to write one sentence describing what they saw in the video, using a 
provided word as a verb. Descriptions and pictures of the scenes depicted for data collection and 
the word provided to be used are shown below. There were a total of 9 videos from which data 
was extracted, and 6 dummy questions.  
 





2. A girl stands up and walks out of a room. (word provided: exit) 
 
 











5. A man walks up a flight of stairs. (word provided: ascend) 
 
 
6. A girl climbs down a ladder. (word provided: descend) 
 
 







8. A key floats to the bottom of a pool. (word provided: sink) 
 
 
9. A girl chases a man. (word provided: chase) 
 
 
Before the questions were administered, I verbally checked with students to make sure that 
they understood what a verb was. I did not designate the tense of the verbs, but the past tense 
was used in the example question and thus students tended to use the past tense. They were 
allowed to skip questions if they were unsure of the meaning of the words. The number of 
occurrences of satellitization was then recorded and used in my statistical analyses. 
Satellitization was determined to have occurred if the following pairs were used together: exit out 
(of), rise up, ascend up, enter in(to), fall down, sink down, return back, chase after and descend 
down. Other combinations such as sink through, enter up, and fall to were not considered 
instances of satellitization in data analysis. 
The tendency for each student to use satellitization was found by dividing the number of times 
they did so by the total number of answers they gave (excluding dummy questions). I found that 
elementary school students used satellites with path of motion verbs an average of 28.17% 
(N=57, SD=0.15), middle school students used them an average of 23.25% (N=59, SD=0.16) 
and high school students used them an average of 21.26% (N=38, SD=0.13). These results are 




Figure 5 Overall satellitization by native English speaking children  
 
 
I calculated the differences between groups using ANOVA analyses and first found that there 
was a significant difference amongst the three groups in how likely each was to use 
satellitization when faced with using a path verb (F[2,154] = 3.45, p=0.03). From this, I was able 
to determine that the amount of satellitization did indeed significantly decrease with age, proving 
my initial hypothesis, as stated in Section 1.2 and mentioned again above.  
I continued my analysis further, to look specifically at the amount of satellitization that 
occurred with each particular path verb. These results were determined by looking at the overall 
number of times satellitization occurred per word per group, versus the number of times that the 
word was used and the question was answered correctly per group. The amount of satellitization 
that occurred in each group are as follows: exit (elementary 26%, middle 13.46%, high-school 
6.9%), rise (elementary 18.52%, middle 8.77%, high-school 2.78%), fall (elementary 7.14%, 
middle 0%, high-school 0%), sink (elementary 14.58%, middle 5.36%, high-school 0%), return 
(elementary 20%, middle 32.08%, high-school 9.38%), enter, (elementary 12.73%, middle 
8.62%, high-school 18.42%), chase (elementary 5.77%, middle 7.41%, high-school 5.41%), 
ascend (elementary 86.96%, middle 68.75%, high-school 71.43%), descend (elementary 74.47%, 













Figure 6 Amount of satellitization for individual path verbs 
 
 
Since I could not check the results of whether or not satellitization had occurred with 
individual path verbs for statistical significance using an ANOVA test
10
, chi-square tests were 
administered for each word to see if there were significant differences amongst the three groups’ 
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 ANOVA tests are only applicable for numerical data amongst individuals. The data for each individual’s response 























 [2, 151] = 2.01, p=0.37) 
chase: (
 2
 [2, 143] = 0.19, p=0.91) 
ascend: (
 2
 [2, 129] = 4.81, p=0.09) 
descend: (
 2
 [2, 137] = 0.26, p=0.88) 
 
While there were slight decreases observed in the amount of satellitization in the words enter 
and chase, it was not enough to be considered statistically significant. However, these words do 
still match the general patterns of the other words. Meanwhile, ascend and descend showed a 
high level of satellitization throughout all of the children, regardless of their age. This is likely 
due to the fact that these words are less common than the others and are thus learned at later 
ages, so there was probably some amount of guessing done as to how to use the words. If a 
monolingual English speaking child does not know how to use a word, I conjecture that the child 
will use the prototypical pattern of expressing path in a satellite and will thus add one to the verb, 
especially if they do not realize that it does not require one. Other, more common words, 
however, all showed significant differences and overall decreases in path doubling with age. 
What is especially interesting to note here is that even for words or phrases that are much more 
common, such as sink down, fall down, and rise up, there is a much stronger tendency for 
younger children to add the extra satellite and duplicate the path expressed in the verb than their 
older counterparts. Since more common words all tended to show a significant difference in the 
decrease of their usage, and since less common words all showed a much higher rate of 
satellitization, it could be argued that some of the less common and more difficult words (such as 
ascend and descend) may still not yet be fully acquired by many of the subjects tested in this 
experiment. 
It is possible that the tendency for children to duplicate path information in a satellite is that 
they hear it on occasion in natural speech and mimic it. If this were the case, one would expect to 
see a correlation between the words with a high frequency of satellitization in native English-
speaking adults and the words with a high frequency of satellitization in the children in the 
experiment reported in this section.  However, as can be seen in Table 9, below, this is not the 
case. The verbs most often to satellitized by adults are sink, chase, and rise, in that order. 
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However, the verbs most often to be satellitized (excluding ascend and descend
11
) by children 
are return, exit and enter, in that order. 
 










entered (in/into) 12.73% 8.62% 18.42% 2% 
exited (out) 26% 13.46% 6.9% 0.5% 
returned (back) 20% 32.08% 9.38% 0% 
rose (up) 18.52% 8.77% 2.78% 5% 
ascended (up) 86.96% 68.75% 71.43% 0% 
descended (down) 74.47% 72.22% 69.44% 0.5% 
fell (down) 7.14% 0% 0% 4% 
sank (down) 14.58% 5.36% 0% 9.5% 
chased (after) 5.77% 7.41% 5.41% 8.5% 
*The frequency of adults to double path in a satellite is taken from Table 6. 
 
Furthermore, while there is some correlation between what words are most commonly used in 
general and which words the children satellitized most commonly in this experiment, there is not 
a complete correlation. The most commonly used words in general found in the corpus study in 
Section 2.3.1 were found to be fall, return, and rise, in that order. However, while return showed 
a high amount of satellitization amongst children, and rise showed a somewhat high amount, fall 
did not show a high amount at all. It can also be noted that both ascend and descend are not 
frequently used words overall and yet they clearly resulted in an extremely high amount of 
satellitization by children. However, neither chase nor exit appear very often in natural speech as 
verbs either, and although exit has a rather high frequency of satellitization by children, chase 
has a very low frequency. Exit and chase, are different from ascend and descend though in that 
both exit and chase, while not used very frequently as verbs, are used much more often as nouns 
and are words that younger children know, whereas it is unlikely that elementary aged children 
know the words ascend and descend. 
Thus, it does not appear that frequency of a word in general, nor the frequency of adults to use 
satellitization with a particular path verb, has any effect on children’s tendency to use 
satellitization. However, the high levels of satellitization for ascend and descend by children 
                                                 
11
 I excluded these two words, as it is likely that some of the children were not familiar with them. 
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suggest that unfamiliarity with a particular word will cause them to double path information in a 




Based on the results of the corpus studies presented in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2 and the 
experiment reported in Section 2.3.3, it would appear that satellitization is not only a fairly 
common occurrence amongst native speakers of English, but that it decreases with age. I posit 
that this pattern occurs because native speakers of English have acquired satellite framing at a 
very young age, as shown by my corpus study in Section 2.3.2 and also reported by Stringer 
(2005), and seem to have it set as a prototypical pattern for expressing motion events. Thus, 
when a native speaker of English makes a motion event expression, they will tend to want to use 
satellite-framing, not because it is the most economical choice or because of the lexical resources 
that are available to them, as suggested by Beavers et al. (2010), but because this pattern is their 
prototype and thus their default for expressing motion events. This is evidenced by the fact that 
(i) English does indeed have path of motion verbs available to it, but speakers of English choose 
not to use them, and (ii) if forced to use a non-prototypical motion event expression type (verb-
framing), native speakers of English will occasionally use a satellite in combination with a path 
verb that contains the same information, which is a clearly less economical expression, but 
mimics the structure of their prototypical motion event expression type (satellite-framing). 
The fact that path doubling occurred as often as it did in the experiment and corpus studies 
presented in Section 2.3 suggests that not all of Talmy's (1985) typology can be explained simply 
with linguistic constraints and morphosyntactic complexity. While these elements will surely 
have an impact on whether a language is considered to be satellite-framed or verb-framed, as 
Beavers et al. (2010) pointed out, one would expect path of motion verbs without manner of 
motion encoding, reported by Beavers et al. (2010) as the easiest pattern to process, to occur in 
languages that contain them. However, English speakers tend to shy away from them (Slobin 
2004, also this paper, Sections 3.3.2 and 2.3). Furthermore, one would not expect speakers to go 
out of their way to use satellites at the same time as path of motion verbs, as this makes for more 
complex phrasing without any added benefits of meaning. Thus, the high levels of path doubling 




As mentioned above, both my own corpus study, presented in Section 2.3.2, and Stringer 
(2005) reported that by the age of three, native speakers of English have already developed a 
tendency to very predominantly use satellite-framing in motion event descriptions. This suggests 
that at a very early age, satellite-framing has already become highly prototypical for them. 
Furthermore, it has been shown in first language acquisition that children learn prototypes first 
and then extend these concepts to other parts of their language (Pinker, 1994). The fact that our 
experiments showed that an increase in age did correlate to a decrease in satellitization hints that 
satellite-framing has becomes the prototype schema for motion event description in English 
speaking children, and that they seem to have to learn a new framing pattern (verb-framing) 
when presented with several different path of motion verbs later in life. This means that on some 
level, prototype schema plays a role in speakers' choices to use satellite- or verb-framed patterns 
to express motion events. 
These findings are congruent with the hypotheses that I gave in Section 1.2 for my first 
language acquisition experiment, and also help to prove the points that I made against Beavers et 




Chapter 2 looked at the cognitive linguistic typology suggested by Talmy (1985) and some of 
the most recent research on the topic. It showed that there are more than two language types than 
the original two, satellite-framed languages and verb-framed languages, that Talmy had 
originally suggested. It then introduced a new language type, equipollently-framed languages, as 
proposed by Slobin (2004). It also mentioned that while different languages use various framing 
patterns to different degrees, most languages can be considered at least leaning towards one of 
these three types, based on which framing pattern is most predominantly used. 
In Section 2.2, I brought up some of the key research that rejects Talmy’s (1985) typology, 
particularly Beavers et al. (2010) and Imbert (2012). I discussed one of the main problems these 
researchers have with Talmy’s theory – that his suggested typology is not due to any cognitive 
factors and can be explained by other factors such as available linguistic resources and 
processing economy. I then debunked these arguments with my own, pointing to research such as 
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Soroli & Hickmann (2010), which shows a connection between language types (as according to 
Talmy) and categorization, as well as offering my own evidence and arguments that while lexical 
constraints and resources may very well be a factor in Talmy’s typology, there are cognitive 
factors at work as well. 
In Section 2.3 I introduced my own, original evidence for the fact that cognitive processes are 
at play in Talmy’s typology. I took the idea of satellitization, which was originally pointed out in 
second language acquisition research by Cadierno (2008), and applied it to native speakers of 
English and their first language acquisition to show that satellite-framing becomes a prototype in 
English, which is what I posit causes speakers of various languages to sway towards one framing 
pattern or another. I presented two corpus studies and a linguistic experimentation which helped 
to prove this point and suggest that prototyping schema are a major factor in Talmy’s typology. 
I have thus argued in Chapter 2 two important points on which I base the rest of my research, 
presented in this paper. First, I have shown that there is enough evidence to support Talmy’s 
theory that other research based on it, such as second language framing acquisition 
experimentation, is a fruitful endeavor. This is critical to my research, as Chapters 3 and 4 will 
look into second language framing acquisition based on Talmy’s typology. Second, I have shown 
that there is enough evidence to support Slobin’s (2004) call for a new language type that it 
should be considered in future research. This is also important to my paper, as I include his new 





Chapter 3: The Effects on Motion Expression in 
Second Language Acquisition 
 
3.1 Previous Studies on Second Language Framing Acquisition 
 
3.1.1 Learning a Second Language of a Different Type 
 
Talmy’s (1985) proposed cognitive linguistic typology has been applied to a number of 
different fields, including second language acquisition. For example, Cadierno (2008), reports on 
a number of second language acquisition experiments based on Talmy’s typology and Slobin’s 
(1996) thinking for speaking theory. She posits that in the initial stages of learning a second 
language, learners try to put expressions in the second language into their own first language 
frame. She then brought up several studies, including some of her own to prove this point. 
Cadierno (2004) looked at the framing patterns of 16 native speakers of Spanish (a verb-
framed language) and the framing patterns of 16 native Danish (a satellite-framed language) 
speaking Spanish learners in Spanish, in order to see what sort of transfer would occur from the 
Danish speakers’ first language. She obtained the following results:  
 
i. Spanish learners did not use the same number or variety of path verbs as native Spanish 
speakers 
ii. Spanish learners gave more intricate and complicated descriptions of the path of motion 
outside of the main verb than their native Spanish speaking counterparts 
iii. Spanish learners did not necessarily conflate manner of motion into event descriptions 
more than native speakers of Spanish 
 
Cadierno (2004) predicted results (a) and (b), above. Since there are not many path of motion 
verbs in Danish, it is little wonder that native Spanish speakers were able to use them more 
efficiently. The reasons Cadierno (2004) gives for this are, (i) that it simply takes time to learn 
vocabulary in a second language (including path of motion verbs), and (ii) that even though 
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learners undoubtedly knew some path of motion verbs in Spanish, transfer from their first 
language caused them to stick more to their first language framing patterns and thus focus more 
on the manner of motion than the path. She thinks that result (b), the fact that Spanish learners 
gave more intricate and complicated descriptions of the path of motion outside of the main verb, 
is also due to transfer from Danish speakers’ first language. Since Danish is a satellite-framed 
language, the manner of motion is generally conflated onto the main verb, and descriptions of the 
path of motion are generally conflated into satellites and other constructions. In contrast, the path 
of motion is generally conflated onto the main verb in Spanish, and speakers of Spanish, 
according to Cadierno (2004), are more likely to then focus on the background and surroundings 
after that. Cadierno (2004) was thus able to prove two of her hypotheses and show that when 
Danish speakers learn Spanish, they create motion event descriptions that mimic those of their 
first language due to transfer.  
However, Cadierno (2004) did not predict result (c) correctly. She expected to see a much 
higher level of manner of motion description in Danish speakers’ Spanish narratives than those 
of native Spanish speakers because Danish is a satellite-framed language, which means that the 
manner of motion is described in Danish much more commonly than in Spanish. However, she 
found that both learners and native speakers of Spanish used approximately the same amount of 
manner of motion descriptions, as she found no significant difference in the two groups in this 
area. She thought Spanish learners might also describe the trajectory of motion more than static 
descriptions of the setting (the background or surroundings) as compared to native Spanish 
speakers – but found no significant difference between the two groups in this area either.   
Cadierno and Lund (2004) similarly looked at the reverse learning situation, in which Danish 
native speakers’ utterances were compared with those of Spanish native speaking learners of 
Danish, and compared it to the results of Cadierno (2004). They made the following observations 
about Spanish speaker’s learning of Danish: 
 
i. When Spanish native speaking learners of Danish spoke in Danish, they described the 
manner of motion much less than Danish native speakers. At the same time, there was 
evidence that Danish native speaking learners of Spanish tried to described the manner of 
motion more than native speakers of Spanish in Spanish. For example, learners of Spanish 
made unnatural expressions in Spanish, such as “La gente pasaba por las calles como un 
río” (people passed through the streets like a river), which probably comes from thinking 
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of the Danish “Folk strømmede gennem gaderne” (people streamed through the streets), 
which is perfectly normal in Danish.  
ii. Since Danish allows for the mapping of manner of motion onto the main verb in both 
boundary and non-boundary-crossing situations, whereas Spanish only allows this 
mapping in the latter case, both Spanish speaking learners of Danish and Danish speaking 
learners of Spanish made misinterpretations of boundary-crossing expressions – Spanish 
speaking learners of Danish tending to interpret everything as non-boundary-crossing 
events, and Danish speaking learners of Spanish sometimes misinterpreting non boundary-
crossing events as boundary-crossing events.  
(exerpts taken from Cadierno 2008, p. 259-260) 
 
Cadierno (2004) and Cadierno & Lund (2004) found evidence for some amount of first 
language transfer causing interference in the second language framing acquisition of a language 
of a type different from the learner’s first language. Cadierno & Ruiz (2006) then tried to show 
these complications more clearly by looking at the second language framing acquisition of a 
verb-framed language (Spanish) by both speakers of a satellite-framed language (Danish) and 
another verb-framed language (Italian). Cadierno & Ruiz (2006) expected Italian speaking 
learners of Spanish to do better at using the framing patterns of Spanish than Danish speaking 
learners of Spanish, since Italian and Spanish are both verb-framed languages, but unfortunately 
did not find any conclusive results that showed major differences in the two different groups of 
learners.  
Navarro & Nicholadis (2005) also found unexpected results when researching second 
language framing acquisition. They compared the Spanish utterances of high-level English 
speaking learners of Spanish and Spanish native speakers, much in the same way as Cadierno 
(2004). They expected the native speakers of Spanish to use more path of motion verbs, but did 
not find evidence to support or refute this hypothesis. However, they did find other evidence that 
learners had not fully acquired Spanish motion event framing. They reported that native speakers 
of Spanish used more bare verbs (verbs that do not include either path of motion or manner of 
motion, such as “get” or “go”) than learners of Spanish. Since it is unthinkable that the learners 
of Spanish had larger manner of motion verb vocabulary than the native speakers of Spanish, 
Navarro & Nicholadis (2005) attributed this use of manner of motion verbs beyond a native level 
to transfer from the English speaker’s first language framing patterns.  
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Cadierno (2008) summarized much of the work in the field of second language framing 
acquisition, including the works above as well as Berman & Slobin (1994), Ibarretxe- Antuñano 
(2004) and others. In looking at all of these works as a whole, Cadierno (2008) said that there 
was a strong influence from L1 framing patterns still present in the L2 speech of learners at 
beginning and middle levels, but not nearly as much at high levels. Cadierno offered the 
following as a reason for this: 
 
“Learners will probably tend to pay attention initially to aspects of a motion event they are 
used to from their L1, and to establish L1-based meaning-form mappings.” 
(Cadierno 2008, pp. 265) 
 
The research introduced above has worked to show that acquiring a second language’s 
framing patterns are particularly difficult and has outlined some of the specific problems that 
learners come across when studying a language of a type different from their own. However, 
there are still several areas where this research can be improved upon. First of all, there seems to 
have been more research on the problems that speakers of satellite-framed languages have when 
learning verb-framed languages, but not as much in the other direction. According to Stockwell, 
Brown & Martin (1965) as well as Jarvis (2000) amongst others, second language learners run 
into more problems when the second language has more patterns than the first language. Since 
speakers of satellite-framed languages seem to have a tendency to describe motion in more detail 
and use more patterns to do so (Slobin 2004, Ibarretxe-Antuñano 2009, etc.), I can conjecture 
that the learning of satellite-framing by native speakers of verb-framed languages would be 
much more difficult than the other way around. In addition to this, equipollently-framed 
languages, the new type proposed by Slobin (2004) (see Section 2.1.3), have not been included 
in any second language framing acquisition experiments to date.  
Furthermore, most of the research on second language framing acquisition so far has been 
conducted only on European languages. However, almost all European languages have some 
degree of overlap, especially since the majority of them have been influenced by Latin, which 
would cause them to have many similar words (such as the Latin-based ascend and exit in 
English). Thus, using a European language and a language from another area (such as Asia or 
Africa) would reduce the amount of overlap that occurred and allow for clearer results regarding 
how much a speaker’s L1 framing patterns influence their L2 framing.  
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Lastly, some of the data collection and analysis methods from past research could be 
improved upon. Many of the experiments reported on what types of expressions were often seen, 
but statistical analysis was not always offered. Furthermore, control data was not taken from 
native speakers of both languages to measure the “norm” for each language in the given context. 
Without control data from native speakers, it is impossible to know if the experimental design 
was any good. For example, perhaps Cadierno & Lund (2004) did not get good results because 
they used very strange or pointed pictures and all speakers, regardless of their native language, 
could not help but notice and report on them. Finally, with the data reported in the above 
experiments, it is hard to determine to what degree the framing of the second language is being 
influenced by the first language. According to Slobin’s (1996) Thinking for Speaking 
Hypothesis, when someone speaks in a language, they are affected and influenced by the 
categorizations and cognitive principles associated with that language. In other words, if one is 
speaking in a second language, one’s speech in that second language will be affected by the 
categorizations of that language. However, it is important to point out that one will only be 
affected by these categorizations if one has truly acquired them. Thus, if a learner of a second 
language has not truly acquired the form-meaning mappings of the target language for motion 
events, they will still be using those of their first language, but in doing so might give falsely 
give the impression that they have learned some of these mappings. For example, the “Genius 
Wa-Ei Daijiten (Genius Japanese-English Dictionary)” (Konishi et al. 2002) dictionary gives the 
English go out as a definition for the Japanese word deru. However, while deru is a path verb 
that would be a part of verb-framing, the English phrase go out includes a verb (go) and a 
satellite (out), wherein the path has been encoded. Thus, if a Japanese learner of English made 
the utterance “He go(es) out”, it would likely be counted as satellite-framing in the above 
research. However, if the Japanese learner is merely memorizing go out as a one to one match 
with deru, than we cannot say that this Japanese learner has really learned English framing. This 
could be improved by (i) looking at the use of manner of motion verbs in combination with 
satellites, as some of the aforementioned research has done, but also by (ii) looking at the use of 
deictic verbs (verbs that indicate whether something is moving towards or away from the 
speaker), since the number of deictic verbs are limited and it is possible to say that a learner has 
used one correctly or incorrectly, as opposed to manner of motion verbs, which rely much more 
on how the speaker feels about the manner of motion and are thus nearly impossible to judge as 
correct or incorrect.  
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3.1.2 Second Language Framing Acquisition in a New Light  
 
Inagaki (2002) looked at the second language acquisition of a framing type different from 
learners’ first language from a slightly different standpoint. While the research introduced in 
section 3.1.1 was all based on language production, Inagaki (2001, 2002) decided to look at how 
learning a language of a different framing type would affect second language comprehension. He 
also chose not to look at what was different about speakers’ framing preferences, and instead 
focused on two languages which have two clearly different lexical constraints. His research 
centered on the learning of English by native speakers of Japanese, and he chose to focus on only 
one aspect of their framing differences. Specifically, Inagaki (2002) noted that English allows 
motion verbs with goal prepositional phrases (henceforth referred to as PPs in this section), such 
as (15a), below. In English, phrases such as (15a) can be interpreted in two ways – either taking a 
directional meaning (i.e.: John was not under the bridge, but then went under the bridge due to 
his swimming) or a locational meaning (i.e.: John was under the bridge whilst swimming). 
However, similar such sentences in Japanese, exemplified by (15b), can only be interpreted as 
having a locational meaning. 
 
(15) a. John swam under the bridge. 
 b. John-wa     hashi-no           shita-de        oyoida. 
     John-Top  bridge-Pos  underneath-Loc    swam 
(Inagaki 2002, p. 13) 
 
Inagaki (2002) said that second language learners are quick to notice grammatical patterns 
that match or mimic those of their first language, and attempt to apply these patterns from their 
first language to the second language. Therefore, he hypothesized that it would be difficult for 
Japanese learners to interpret the directional meaning in phrases such as (15a) in English. 
Inagaki (2001) posited that the English word to, and prepositions that include to (into, onto), 
help to steer Japanese learners of English towards a directional meaning interpretation, and thus  
motion verbs with prepositional phrases that include some form of the word to will be easier for 
Japanese learners of English to fully understand. Thus, he decided to only use sentences that did 
not include the word to, such as (15a) above in his experimentation. He showed English 
sentences with motion verbs and goal PPs that created directional/locational ambiguity, as in 
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(15a), to 35 mid-level Japanese speaking learners of English and 23 native English speakers and 
had them determine whether the sentences expressed locational meaning, directional meaning, or 
both by having them match sentences to pictures that they described. He found that about 70% of 
English learners only understood there to be a locational meaning in such sentences, whereas 
about 70% of native English speakers understood there to be both a possible locational meaning 
and a possible directional meaning. The overall results of his experiment are summarized in 
Figure 7, below.  
 




These results show that for Japanese learners of English, English sentences with motion verbs 
and goal PPs are quite difficult to fully learn, and a full understanding of them does not come 
until very high levels.  
Inagaki (2001, 2002) was able to take a very specific part of the framing differences in 
Japanese and English and clearly show one of the particular difficulties Japanese native speakers 
have in learning English. This research has helped to aid the study of second language framing 
acquisition, but it still leaves many points to be further investigated. For example, though Inagaki 
picked up a European language and a non-European language (as I suggested was necessary in 


















such languages should also be observed. Inagaki (2002) also stated that though he was able to 
show that the “manner of motion verb + satellite” pattern in English was especially difficult for 
Japanese native speakers to learn, it was still unclear whether this was due to incorrect 
interpretation on the part of the learners, or to a lack of natural English input. The experiment 
that I conducted on second language motion event framing acquisition, presented in this chapter 
in Section 3.3 helps to investigate some of these points by (i) looking at the production data of 
Japanese and Chinese learners of English, and (ii) looking at both mid- and high-level learners, 





 In section 3.1, I introduced some of the most recent work in the field of second language 
framing acquisition and pointed out some flaws or unfinished parts of these works. From works 
such as Inagaki (2002) and Cadierno & Lund (2004), we have learned that there is some transfer 
from the framing patterns of learners’ L1 when they learn a second language of a different type 
from their own, which causes them difficulty in understanding certain phrases in the target 
language or to make ungrammatical or unnatural utterances when speaking the target language. 
Also, Cadierno (2004, 2008) and Navarro & Nicholadis (2005) showed that even when there are 
patterns in the second language available that are similar to those in learners’ L1, they tend to 
make attempt to make utterances more similar to what is the norm in their own first language.  
However, as I pointed out at various points in this section, there are still points that should be 
investigated. For example, while there is much research into the learning of a verb-framed 
language by native speakers of satellite-framed languages, Cadierno (2008) pointed out that 
satellite-framing is likely more difficult to learn for native speakers of verb-framed languages 
than the reverse, so more research on the learning of satellite-framed languages is needed. 
Furthermore, too much of the research to this point has only focused on European languages, 
which have a high amount of overlap and are relatively quite linguistically similar. In order to get 
a broader picture of second language framing acquisition, the two languages in question should 
be from two different areas. Although Inagaki (2002) began to research in this manner, there is 
still little to no research involving the language production of learners of a language from a 
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different area. Also, though there has been much evidence raised that equipollently-framed 
languages exist and are in fact different in their framing patterns and choices than either satellite-
framed or verb-framed languages, there has been no research into second language framing 
acquisition that has included any equipollently-framed languages. Finally, I have found places 
that varying research could improve upon, such as using statistical quantitative analysis as 
opposed to qualitative analysis, the inclusion of looking very specifically at how manner of 
motion verbs and deictic verbs are used by learners, and the inclusion of not just one proficiency 
level of learners, but multiple to get a clearer look at how framing patterns different from one’s 
native language are acquired.  
Thus, the experiment I conducted on the second language acquisition of motion event 
framing, presented in Section 3.3 looks to improve upon the past research in this field in the 
following ways:  
 
i. Look at language production 
ii. Include equipollently-framed languages in the scope of research and compare the learning 
of a satellite-framed language by native speakers of an equipollently-framed language and 
native speakers of a verb-framed language  
iii. Use languages from different areas (not only European languages) 
iv. Analyze data quantitatively based on the following four points: framing pattern usage, 
manner of motion verb usage, other manner of motion explanations, deictic verb usage 
v. Take data from native speakers of each language in question in their own native language 
as a control  
 
Although there has been some research that has addressed the issues in some of the points 
above, there has not yet been any that has addressed all of these, and none that have addressed all 
of them in one experiment. The experiment I conducted, described in the next section, looks to 







3.2 The Motion Expressions of the Target Languages in this Study 
 
3.2.1 Framing Motion in English 
 
According to Talmy (1985, 2000 a&b, 2009, etc.), English is a satellite-framed language. 
Thus, English predominantly conflates the manner of motion (the co-event) into the main verb of 
the sentence, and the path of motion (the main-event) into a satellite. Talmy (1985) originally 
defined satellites as “the grammatical category of any constituent other than a noun-phrase or 
prepositional-phrase complement that is in a sister relation to the verb root”, and often used 
English particles as examples, but then widened his scope in Talmy (2009) to include 
prepositions – a tradition which has been carried on in Croft et al. (2010) and Harr (2012) 
amongst others. Thus, I include prepositions when talking about satellites in this paper.  
First, let us look at the types of expressions that English allows, and any limitations placed on 
them. As Talmy (1985) mentions, English generally allows for verbs to be combined with 
satellite to create complex event descriptions – including motion event expressions. However, as 
Inagaki (2001, 2002) pointed out, English satellites, such as prepositions, can express not just 
direction of motion, but also location (and location of motion) and can thus sometimes create 
ambiguous expressions such as that in (15a). Furthermore, it would seem that there are some 
limitations to the “verb + satellite = motion event” pattern in English. Kageyama (1999) states 
that English can only create a motion event expression with a satellite when the verb itself is a 
motion verb. For example, in (16a), walk is a motion verb and thus is allowed, but in (16b), cry 
is not a motion verb and is thus disallowed.  
 
(16) a. Sarah walked out of the room. 
 b. *Sarah cried out of the room. 
 
Thus, there are three main types of “motion verbs” that can be combined with satellites in 
English to create motion event expressions. They are: (i) manner of motion verbs, such as walk, 
run and swim, (ii) deictic verbs (verbs that show whether something is moving away from or 
coming towards the speaker) such as come and go, and (iii) bare verbs (verbs which do not show 
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manner, path or any sort of deictic information) such as get
12
. These are thus the three satellite-
framing patterns available in English, and they have been summarized in Table 10, below.  
 
Table 10 The three types of satellite-framed motion events in English 
Information available in the 
expression 
Pattern Example 
Manner of motion and path 
of motion 
manner of motion verb + 
satellite 
Sarah walked into the room. 
Deictic information and path 
of motion 
deictic verb + satellite Sarah came into the room. 
Path of motion only bare verb + satellite Sarah got into the room. 
 
As Inagaki (2001, 2002) expressed, regardless of whether or not a boundary crossing event 
occurs, the English satellite-framed pattern “manner of motion verb + satellite” can take both a 
locational and a directional meaning, causing ambiguity, but other motion verbs combined with 
satellites can only take directional meanings, and thus there is no ambiguity in these expressions. 
Therefore, there is ambiguity in (17a) as we don’t know if John was always under the bridge or 
went there by means of swimming, whereas in (17b) and (17c) it is clear that John was not 
initially under the bridge, but is now.  
 
(17) a. John swam under the bridge. 
 b. John went under the bridge. 
 c. John got under the bridge. 
 
Inagaki (2002) also noted that only a directional meaning can be interpreted from English 
expressions that contain the word to (or prepositions combined with the word to, such as into and 
onto). Thus, the English satellite-framing “manner of motion verb + {to/into/onto}” does not 
cause any ambiguity.  
It should also be noted that multiple particles or prepositional phrases can be tied back to the 
same root verb to express multiple paths or detailed path descriptions. Thus, phrases like (18a) 
                                                 
12
 As discussed in Section 2.3, there is also the pattern of “path verb + satellite”, but this is not a predominant pattern 
in English and is outside the scope of this section, and thus will not be discussed in detail here.  
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and (18b) become possible. Since the multiple particles/prepositional phrases are all connected to 
the same verb, the same information applies to all of them, and thus we know in (18a) that John 
was running both when he ascended the stairs and when he entered the building, and that the 
cat’s jumping in (18b) was both in a downward motion and off/away from the table.  
 
(18) a. John ran up the stairs, into the building. 
 b. The cat jumped down off the table. 
 c. John-ga     hashitte,   kaidan-o      nobotte,        biru-ni           haitta.  
     John-Nom  run.and  stairs-Acc  ascend.and    building-Dat    enter 
 d. John   pao shang  louti   ranhou   jin      le      dalou 
   John   run   up     stairs     then   enter  PLV   building 
 
The English satellite-framed expressions such as those in (18 a, b) differ slightly from the 
Japanese expression in (18c) and the Chinese expression in (18d) in that both (18c) and (18b) 
results in a sentence wherein it can be guessed that John was likely running as he was entering 
the building, but it is not necessarily so, and thus somewhat ambiguous. Meanwhile, it is 
completely clear in (18a) that John was running both while he as ascending the stairs and while 
entering the building, since the satellites up and into in (18a) both directly tie back to the verb 
ran.  
As shown above, English allows for a wide variety of satellite-framed expression in 
describing motion events. However, it should also be noted that it contains a number of path 
verbs, with which verb-framed expressions can be created. Levin (1993) picks up some examples 
of these path verbs, calling them verbs of inherent motion. A selection is listed below.  
 
advance, arrive, ascend, climb*
13
, cross, depart, descend, enter, escape, exit, fall, flee, leave, 
plunge, recede, return, rise, tumble 
(Levin 1993, p.263) 
 
Path verbs such as those listed above are different from the typical English motion expression 
pattern of “verb + satellite” as they can be used alone to express motion, as in (19a), below. 
                                                 
13
 *climb can be interpreted as a path verb meaning “to go up” when not combined with satellites (although not 
always necesarrily so), but becomes a manner of motion verb and takes the meaning of “to move with hands and 
feet” or “to move with great physical exertion” when combined with a satellite that expresses path of motion. 
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However, not all of these verbs have the same characteristics in English. For example, as shown 
in (19 c-f), some of the path verbs listed above can take certain types of satellites to express more 
distinct or explicit paths.  
 
(19) a. John entered the house. 
 b. John left the cafeteria. 
 c. The convict escaped from the police. 
 d. The convict escaped the police. 
 e. He ascended the stairs. 
 f. He ascended to the 3
rd
 floor. 
((19c-d) taken from Levin 1993, p.263, (19a, b, e, f) created by the author) 
 
Thus, in looking at the above sentences (19 a-f), it would seem that English has the propensity 
to be both a satellite- and a verb-framed language. However, there is much evidence aside from 
only looking at what expressions are possible that point to English being a satellite-framed 
language. One such piece of evidence is that while path verbs exist in English, a large majority 
of them are merely loan-words from verb-framed languages. For example, ascend, descend and 
exit are all taken from Latin, and advance, arrive, depart, enter, escape, plunge, recede and 
return are all taken from French (Oxford English Dictionary). Even though these sorts of words 
now currently exist in modern English, since they were not created by English speakers, but were 
rather adopted, their existence in the English language hardly offers evidence that English is a 
verb-framed language. Furthermore, many of the words in Levin’s (1993) list that were not taken 
from other languages often appear with satellites of some sort (e.g. flee from, climb over, fall 
down, etc.). Thus, the existence of path verbs in English does not disqualify it from being a 
satellite-framed language. 
Another pivotal piece of evidence that sets English as a satellite-framed language lies in 
Talmy’s (1985) original definition of his linguistic typology. He claimed that languages could be 
divided based on what the basic and predominant framing type of each language. According to 
Slobin (2004), Cadierno (2008), Ono (2004) and experimental data from my own experiments 
(reported in Section 3.3), English speakers naturally use satellite-framing to describe motion 
events, and rarely use path verbs or verb-framing. Since Talmy’s typology is based not just on 
what expressions are possible, but also and even more so on what expressions are predominant, 
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and English native speakers overwhelmingly use satellite-framing, it seems clear that it should 
be considered a satellite-framed language with respect to motion events.  
Finally, my research into the phenomenon of satellitization in the speech of native English 
speakers and their first language acquisition, reported on in Section 2.3, points to the fact that 
satellite-framing becomes a strict prototype for motion event expressions in native English 
speakers from a very young age. Regardless of whether or not English speakers use some verb-
framing later on in their life, the overuse of satellites when unnecessary points to the fact that 
satellite-framing is truly the dominant framing type in English. 
Thus, though English may contain linguistic resources that allow for verb-framed expressions, 
and though it may have a few slight restrictions on its satellite-framed expressions, the reasons 
above show that it should most definitely be considered a satellite-framed language. Also, unlike 
Japanese and Chinese, which are discussed in detail in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 respectively, 
English does not contain many of the other framing patterns posited by Beavers et al. (2010), 
such as compound verbs. According to their list, the only other pattern available to it would be 
adjunction. However, even if English speakers do encode the manner of motion through 
adjunction, they still generally do so with satellite-framed expressions in which the main verb is 
a bare or deictic verb, rather than with a verb-framed expression that uses a path verb (Slobin 
2004, Cadierno 2008, data from Section 3.3). 
 
3.2.2 Framing Motion in Japanese 
 
According to Talmy (2000 a, b), Slobin (2004), Beavers et al. (2010), and many other 
researchers, Japanese is a verb-framed language. It is considered to be so because it 
predominantly conflates the path of motion onto the main verb of a sentence and encodes the 
manner of motion elsewhere, such as in separate clauses or adverbials. Ohara (2007) states that 
there are many path verbs in Japanese (compare to the smaller number in English posited by 
Levin (1993) in the previous section) because verb-framing is the standard framing pattern in it, 






Utsuru, susumu, iku, kuru, tsuku, todoku, mukau, chikatzuku, chikayoru, hairu, agaru, noboru, 
sagaru, oriru, kudaru, ochiru, modoru, kaeru, shirizoku, tōzakaru, tōnoku, deru, tatsu, 
hanareru, saru, nigeru, nogoreru, tōru, sugiru, wataru, yokogiru, kuguru  
(Ohara 2007, p. 162) 
 
While Japanese does allow for a large amount of verb-framed expressions with path verbs like 
those listed above, it should be noted that satellite-framed expressions are also possible in 
Japanese. For example, the particle made in Japanese can be combined with manner of motion 
verbs to create satellite-framed expressions similar to those found in English (Beavers et al. 
2010). However, made is different from most English satellites in that it adds information 
referring to goal realization. Thus, there is a slight difference in (20a) and (20b) in that made 
shows that Taro did not go any further than the school and that the school was his final 
destination (i.e.: Taro walked up to the school (but no further), whereas the English to does not 
include such information.  
 
(20) a. Taro-ga      gakkō  made    aruita.  
     Taro-Nom  school  until   walked 
 b. Taro walked to school. 
 
Beavers et al. (2010) also pointed to the fact that the Japanese particle made contains different 
information than the English preposition to, and used this in their arguments. They expressed that 
one limitation to this particular Japanese satellite-framed expression as it contains extra 
information that has to inherently be included, which is slightly different from a simple verb-
framed expression, as opposed to English satellite-framed expressions such as that in (20b) 
which do not.  
While the Japanese “made + manner of motion verb” may exhibit one limited case of satellite-
framing, there are not really any other expressions like it in Japanese that can be considered to be 
satellite-framed. Although Japanese does have other particles, such as ni and e, which can be 
used to express direction, they do not function like to in English either and cannot be considered 
satellites. One of the major differences in the Japanese particles ni and e and the English 
preposition to, is that ni and e cannot be combined with manner of motion verbs to make motion 
event descriptions. Rather, ni and e can only be added to verbs that already inherently show 
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motion, such as iku (go). This is illustrated in (21a-c), below.  
It should be noted though, that Japanese does allow for manner of motion verbs to be used in 
expressions in which ni or he are used to signify location/direction, but only if another verb of 
inherent motion is also present as the main verb and the manner of motion verb is added in the “-
te form”, as shown in (21d). However, Matsumoto (1996) argues that such expressions cannot be 
considered to be instances of satellite-framing because (i) the manner of motion verbs used in 
such expressions can not be the main verbs in the sentences and must be used in conjunction 
with a verb of inherent motion, and (ii) the part of the expression that encodes the manner of 
motion is part of a separate, independent clause. Though Beavers et al. (2010) contend that 
expressions such as (21d) are close enough to compound verbs to be considered such, the fact 
that they can be separated and other linguistic elements brought between them, as shown in (21e) 
would suggest that Matsumoto (1996) was correct in his assumption.  
 
(21) a. John ran to the station. 
 b. *John-ga       eki-ni(-e)    hashitta.  
       John-Nom  station-Dir       ran 
 c. John-ga       eki-ni(-e)     itta.  
     John-Nom  station-Dir    went 
 d. John-ga        eki-ni(-e)   hashitte   itta.  
     John-Nom  station-Dir    run.and  went 
 e. John-ga      hashitte,    eki-ni(-e)    itta. 
     John-Nom  run.and    station-Dir   went 
(a, b, d, e from Yoneyama 1986, Ex. 4; c by author) 
 
As for other seemingly satellite-framed phrases, Japanese also has the words naka and soto, to 
which the particles ni and he can be attached to make motion event descriptions with boundary 
crossing, as shown in (22 a-d), below. While it might seem that these combinations could 
potentially encode the path of manner outside of the verb, this is not the case, as they cannot be 
combined with manner of motion verbs, as depicted by (22a), and form questionable expressions 
when combined even with verbs of inherent motion such as iku (go), as shown in (22b). Instead, 
these expressions seem to require the use of a path verb such as hairu (enter) or deru (exit) to 
complete them. Thus, we cannot say that combinations of naka or soto with ni or he truly express 
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the path of motion and reach the conclusion that even in expressions that use these words, the 
path of motion is conflated into the main verb of the sentence.   
 
(22) a. *Taro-ga         ie-no        naka-ni    hashitta.  
      Taro-Nom  house-Pos  inside-Dir     ran 
           “Taro ran into the house.” 
b. ??Taro-ga        ie-no       naka-ni        itta.  
      Taro-Nom  house-Pos  inside-Dir    went 
 c. Taro-ga            ie-no       naka-ni        haitta.  
      Taro-Nom  house-PM  inside-Dir   entered 
 d. Taro-ga           ie-no         naka-ni        haitte      itta.  
      Taro-Nom  house-Pos  inside-Dir   enter.and   went 
     “Taro went into the house.” 
 
As shown above, Japanese does not allow for much in the way of satellite-framing, and the 
phrases that it does allow are rather limited in their usage, especially compared with a satellite-
framed language like English. Japanese does though, have one other framing pattern outside of 
verb-framed and satellite-framed that English does not allow, made possible due the existence of 
compound verbs. In Japanese, equipollent-framing, in which both the manner of motion and path 
of motion are encoded into a single compound verb, is possible as illustrated in 23(a, b), below. 
It should be noted that the compound verbs shown in 23(a, b) are different from the verbs used in 
21(d, e) because they have become a single unit, combined in the renyo-kei form, and cannot be 
split or considered to be in separate clauses, as opposed to the verbs in the -te form in 21(d, e). 
Thus, the compound verbs in 23(a, b) must be considered to be examples of equipollent-framing 
and not verb-framing with complementation as the verbs in 21(d, e). 
 
(23) a. Taro-ga      pu-ru-ni      tobikonda.  
    Taro-Nom   pool-Dir     jump.enter 
    “Taro jumped into the pool.” 
 b. Taro-ga       kaidan-o   kakenobotta.  
     Taro-Nom  stairs-Acc   run.ascend 
    “Taro ran up the stairs.” 
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However, though Japanese does allow for equipollently-framed expressions through 
compound verbs, the number and types of compound verbs that are allowed in Japanese are 
rather limited, as I briefly touched on in Section 2.2.3. For example, -komu (enter) often comes 
up as the second verb in compound verbs, such as in 24(a, b), but -wataru (cross) and -susumu 
(move forward) do not allow for very acceptable compound verbs, as seen in 24(c, d). Also, 
kake- (run) often comes up as the first verb in compound verbs, as seen in 24(e, f), but other 
verbs such as hashiri- (another verb also meaning run, that is more commonly used in general) 
do not appear very often. Furthermore, as the verb at the front of the compound verb becomes 
more specific about manner of motion, the less likely it is to be acceptable in a compound verb, 
as exemplified in 24(g, h). Also, loan words that have been verbified are all disallowed, as shown 
in 24(i, j), which places a huge limitation on the number of compound verbs that could 
potentially be created in Japanese, as verbs are a closed class in Japanese.  
 
(24) a. Taro-ga       heya-ni     kakekonda.  
     Taro-Nom  room-Dir    run.enter 
    “Taro ran into the room.” 
 b. Taro-ga       pūru-ni     tobikonda 
     Taro-Nom  pool-Dir     jump.enter 
    “Taro jumped into the pool.” 
 c. ? Taro-ga     michi-o     arukiwatatta. 
     Taro-Nom   road-Acc      walk.cross 
    “Taro walked across the road.” 
 d. ?Taro-ga     michi-o     aruki-susunda.  
     Taro-Nom  road-Acc    walk.proceed 
    “Taro walked forward (down) the road.” 
 e. Targo-ga      saka-o    kakenobotta.  
     Taro-Nom  hill-Acc    run.ascend 
    “Taro ran up the hill.” 
 f. ?Taro-ga     sakao-o    hashirinobotta.  
     Taro-Nom  hill-Acc     run.ascend 




g. ??Taro-ga   saka-o        hainobotta.  
     Taro-Nom   hill-Acc   crawl.ascend 
    “Taro crawled up the hill.” 
 h. ??Hebi-ga      saka-o     mogakinobotta.  
      Snake-Nom  hill-Acc    slither.ascend 
    “The snake slithered up the hill.” 
 i. *Taro-ga      saka-o   supurinto-shi nobotta.  
     Taro-Nom  hill-Acc       sprint.ascend 
    “Taro sprinted up the hill.” 
 j. *Taro-ga      saka-o     shissō-shi nobotta.  
     Taro-Nom  hill-Acc     scamper.ascend 
    “Taro scampered up the hill.” 
 
Thus, though Japanese does allow for both satellite- and equipollently-framed expressions, it 
places a number of limitations on them, while keeping verb-framing relatively unrestricted for 
use in motion event descriptions. This helps make a strong argument that Japanese is indeed a 
verb-framed language. 
Finally, as mentioned in the last section, Talmy’s typology is not just one of what framing 
patterns are available for use, but also one that considers what framing types are most prevalently 
used. According to Slobin (2004), Inagaki (2001, 2002) and the data from my experimentation 
(reported in Section 3.3.2), Japanese speakers have an extremely high tendency to use verb-
framing when describing motion events. Slobin (2004) also found that not only do Japanese 
speakers tend to use path verbs in their utterances very commonly, but that they were also likely 
to not describe the manner of motion at all, but doing so in separate clauses or through adverbials 
when they did. The data I took and reported on in Section 3.3.2 concurs with Slobin’s (2004).  
Since Japanese allows verb-framing expressions more than any other framing type, as shown 
above, and shows an affinity to use verb-framing more than other framing types, I believe that it 
is safe to consider Japanese a verb-framed language. I conduct the rest of my research in this 






3.2.3 Framing Motion in Chinese 
 
Talmy (1985) originally classified Chinese as a satellite-framed language. He did this because 
he felt that manner of motion verbs in Chinese were acting as the main verbs of the sentences 
and that the path verbs which then came after them were subservient to the manner of motion 
verbs, acting like satellites, not like verbs. However, Slobin (2004) argues that both the manner 
of motion and the path of motion are encoded onto verbs, which are of equal value, and thus it 
was impossible to tell which was truly the main verb. Slobin’s point can be exemplified in (25 a-
f), below. Though Talmy (1985, 2000 a&b) claimed that the Chinese word jin (enter) is a satellite 
and not a verb, a comparison with it and the English satellite into show a clear difference. The 
difference comes in the fact that jin can be used alone as a verb, as shown in (25c), as can its 
counterpart zou (walk), shown in (25b), while the English into cannot, though its counterpart 
walk can, exemplified in (25 d-f). This shows that the framing system in Chinese does in fact 
work differently than that of other satellite-framed languages, and that the compound verbs in 
Chinese are truly made of two independent verbs. Based on this evidence, Slobin (2004) claimed 
that Chinese was not a satellite-framed language, but a new third type, which he calls 
equipollently-framed (see Section 2.1.3). 
 
 (25) a. Tā    zǒu        jìn        lóu           le. 
  He  walk     enter   building PFV 
     He walked into the building. 
 b. Tā    zǒu    le. 
  He   walk PFV 
     He walked. 
 c. Tā       jìn        lóu          le. 
  He    enter  building PFV 
     He entered the building. 
 d. He walked into the building. 
 e. He walked. 




Chen & Guo (2008) took up Slobin’s (2004) claim that Chinese is an equipollently-framed 
language and investigated it in great detail. They first noticed that there are 8 different potential 
patterns of motion event descriptions that can be made in Chinese using serial or compound 
verbs, based on whether or not particular information was or wasn’t made available. They 
summarized these 8 types, which I have repeated here as Table 11.  
 
Table 11 The 8 patterns of verbal motion event description in Chinese  
Type Example English Translation of Example 
M+P+D 他  走  了   过  来。 
He walk PFV cross-come 
He walked over (here). 
M+P 他  从  四 楼  跑    下   三  楼。 
He from four story run descend three story. 
He ran down from the fourth floor to 
the third. 
M+D 他   往   北   门 跑 去。 
He toward north gate run go. 
He ran toward the north gate. 
P+D 他 拉   开  门 出  去 了。 
He pull open door exit go PFV 
He pulled open the door and went 
out. 
P+P 他   回   到   家 里。 
He return arrive home in 
He returned back home. 
M 他  走  了。 
He walk PFV 
He walked. 
P 他  到   了  家。 
He arrive PFV home 
He arrived at home. 
D 他  来   了。 
He come PFV 
He came. 
*M = manner of motion, P = path of motion, D = deictic motion 
(Chen & Guo, 2008 p.8; some examples shortened by author) 
 
From Table 11, we know that there are a number of different patterns in which Chinese 
speakers can combine manner, path, and deictic verbs together to make motion event 
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descriptions. It should be noted that each of these are true verbs, and thus can stand alone as the 
main verb of a sentence. Furthermore, each verb type can be combined with either of the other 
two verb types, and all three can also be combined together into one motion event expression. 
Chen & Guo (2008) surveyed several Chinese novels and determined that none of these motion 
description types were rare, and that all came up with a decent degree of frequency.  
I should mention here that the verbal motion expression patterns pointed out by Chen & Guo 
(2008) are different from the compound verbs or combinations of verbs that are combined using 
-te form that are found in Japanese. First of all, as I pointed out in Section 3.2.2, Japanese verbs 
that are used together with the -te form are not combined and are in fact considered to be in two 
separate clauses, which is different from the serial verb patterns as shown in Table 11. The 
Chinese patterns that Chen & Guo (2008) brought up are also different from Japanese compound 
verbs in that there are hardly any restrictions or limitations as to which verbs can be used in 
Chinese, whereas only certain verbs seem to be able to make up compound verbs in Japanese 
(see Sections 3.2.2 and 2.2.1).  
Table 11 also shows us that there are more patterns of motion conflation available in Chinese 
than in Japanese or English. For example, Japanese is limited in that it can only combined path 
of motion verbs and manner of motion verbs in its compound verbs, as illustrated in (26 a-c). Of 
course, Japanese can also conflate both the path, motion and deictic information, like Chinese, 
but must do so with verbs in separate clauses, combined with the -te form, such as in (26d) or 
(26e). Chinese on the other hand, can do this all in one clause.  
 
(26) a. Taro-wa      mizu-ni      tobikonda.  (manner of motion verb + path verb) 
     Taro-Top  water-Dir    jump.enter 
    “Taro jumped into the water.” 
 b. *Taro-wa       biru-kara      ikidetta. (deictic verb + path verb) 
     Taro-Top   building-from   go.exit 
    “Taro went out of the building.” 
 c. *Taro-wa   kochira-ni    arukikita. (manner of motion verb + deictic verb) 
      Taro-Top   here-Dir    walk.come 





d. Taro-wa       mizu-ni      tobikonde           kita.  
     Taro-Top   water-Dir   jump.enter.and    came 
    “Taro came, jumping into the water.” 
 e. Taro-wa     saka-o      hashitte,    nobotte,       kita.  
     Taro-Top   hill-Acc    run.and   ascend.and    came 
    “Taro came running up the hill.” 
 
English is similarly limited in the amount of information that it can encode in one clause. 
Since the path of motion is generally encoded into a satellite in English, this leaves only one 
space (the main verb) available for encoding other information regarding the motion. Thus only 
either the manner of motion or deictic information regarding the motion can be added to the path 
information in the same clause in English, and thus all three types of information (deictic, path, 
and manner) cannot be encoded in one clause in English as they can be in Chinese, as in (27c). It 
is possible to encode all three in one sentence in English, but either the deictic information or the 
manner of motion must be encoded in a separate clause, as illustrated in (27 a-b). Since English 
native speakers have a tendency to encode the manner of motion into the main verb of the 
sentence (Slobin 2004, data from this paper in Section 3.3), they are much less likely to encode 
deictic information than Chinese native speakers who can add this information rather easily, or 
Japanese native speakers who often use adjunction anyway since their language is verb-framed.  
 
(27) a. He came out of the building, running. 
 b. He ran out of the building, coming this way. 
 c. Tā  cóng      jiànzhù        lǐ     pǎo  chū     lai       le. 
     He from     building    inside  run  exit  come   PFV  
 
As seen in the examples above from (25) – (27), there are major differences in the satellite-
framed expressions in English and the equipollently-framed expressions in Chinese, that Talmy 
(1985) once thought to be satellite-framed. These differences offer concrete evidence that 
Chinese should perhaps be considered a different language type, as Slobin (2004) suggested. 
Now let us look at the framing tendencies found in Chinese for further evidence that it is indeed 
an equipollently-framed language and not a satellite-framed language. 
Slobin (2004), Chen & Guo (2008) and my own research (the results of which can be seen in 
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Section 3.3) have all looked at the framing tendencies of native Chinese speakers. Slobin (2004) 
had native speakers of Chinese look at a wordless picture book, called The Frog Story, and had 
them describe what happened in the story. He then analyzed the participants’ speech, and found 
that Chinese native speakers used the pattern ‘manner of motion verb + path verb’ most 
frequently. However, he also found that they used path verbs alone (a verb-framed pattern) 
almost as frequently.  
Özçalışkan & Slobin (2003) looked at the framing tendencies of Turkish and English speakers 
by comparing novels in each language and translations of them in each language. They found 
that English speakers clearly used many more manner of motion verbs than speakers of Turkish, 
and used them more frequently. Chen & Guo (2008) took Özçalışkan & Slobin’s (2003) study 
and added Chinese to it, and found more evidence that Chinese should be considered an 
equipollently-framed language. One finding that they offered lies in the number of types of 
manner of motion verbs used. There were 64 different manner of motion verbs used in the 
English sentences and only 26 in Turkish, as expected, but only 41 used in Chinese. We would 
expect this number to be closer to the English number if Chinese was truly a satellite-framed 
language like English. Another finding Chen & Guo (2008) reported had to do with the 
frequency with which manner of motion and path verbs were used in the three languages, which 
is reported in Table 12, below. They found that Chinese native speakers used path verbs and 
manner of motion verbs to almost the same degree, whereas most speakers of a verb-framed 
language will generally use far more path verbs than manner of motion verbs and speakers of a 
satellite-framed language will generally use far more manner of motion verbs than path verbs, as 
can be seen in their data in Table 12. In other words, Chinese native speakers did not display a 
tendency to favor either path or manner of motion verbs more than the other as generally 
happens with speakers of verb- or satellite-framed languages.  
 
Table 12 The number of motion verbs used in Chinese, Turkish and English novels 
 manner of motion path of motion bare verbs 
Chinese 45.3% 53.1% 1.6% 
English 53% 27% 20% 
Turkish 34% 59% 7% 
(Chen & Guo 2008, p.11) 
 
The past research, as presented in this section, thus suggests that Chinese should be 
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considered to be an equipollently-framed language and not a satellite-framed language, based on 
differences in the available framing patterns in Chinese versus other satellite-framed languages 
and the framing tendencies of Chinese native speakers versus verb-framed and satellite-framed 
speakers. The previous research presented in this section has shown that there are more framing 
patterns available in Chinese, a result which is congruent with Beavers et al. (2010), and then 
continued on to look at framing tendencies. Both Slobin (2004) and Chen & Guo (2008) suggest 
that native speakers of Chinese show framing preferences that are different from those of 
speakers of either verb- or satellite-framed languages. For these reasons, I carry out the rest of 
my research under the assumption that Chinese is not a satellite-framed language as Talmy 
(1985) originally suggested, but is instead an equipollently-framed language, as posited by 
Slobin (2004). 
 
3.3.4 Summary  
 
 Section 3.2 reports on previous research into the framing categorization of English, Japanese 
and Chinese. It shows that the three languages have both different lexical resources available and 
that the framing tendencies of native speakers of these languages are also different. I have taken 
these findings and put them into Table 13, below, which is based on Table 5, from Beavers et al. 
(2010), but with a space for tendencies to use each pattern included. 
 
 Table 13 Framing pattern availability and usage in English, Japanese and Chinese 
Conflation Pattern Pattern Available Pattern Used Frequently 
Serial Verbs Chinese Chinese 
Compound Verbs Japanese, Chinese  
Complementation English English 
Subordination Chinese, English, Japanese  
Adjunction Chinese, English, Japanese Japanese 
Path verb only Chinese, English, Japanese Japanese, Chinese 
*While complementation is sometimes available in Japanese, it is generally not allowed and thus 
left out of this part of the table.  
 
 Thus, based on the findings of the works presented in this section, I have determined English 
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to be a satellite-framed language, Japanese to be a verb-framed language, and Chinese to be an 
equipollently-framed language. I base the research and experimentation in the next section, 
which looks at the second language framing acquisition of a language different from one’s own 
first language, and have thus decided to test the acquisition of English framing by Chinese and 
Japanese learners of English.  
 




In the experimentation involving the second language framing acquisition of motion events, 
reported on in Section 3.3, subjects were asked to look at a series of 15 short video clips, all of 
which were between 7 and 31 seconds in length. After each video clip, the participants were 
asked to write one sentence describing what happened in the video clip. Of the 15 video clips, 
there were 7 videos containing 8 separate motion events (one clipped contained two motion 
events) that were included in the data analysis for this study. The remainder of the clips were 
included as filler and distractor questions.  
Instruction before showing the videos to each group was kept very short, and one sample 
question in which a boy ate a piece of bread was provided. English learner groups and an English 
native speaker group were given instruction in English and asked to respond to the questions in 
English. Separate groups of Japanese and Chinese native speakers were tested as well as control 
groups, and were given instruction in their respective native languages and asked to respond 
accordingly. The video clips did not contain any speech, although there was sound, and no 
priming questions were given. The words “swimming pool” were made available during one 
video to make it clear what a particular building in the videos was for continuity between the 
questions. All of the videos used in this experiment were made by the author. The eight motion 





1. A boy exits his apartment. 
 
2. The boy descends a flight of stairs. 
 
3. The boy rides a bicycle to a swimming pool. 
 
4. The boy runs up a flight of stairs. 
 




6. A second boy gets out of a swimming pool. 
 
7. The first boy exits the building. 
 
8. The second boy chases the first boy.  
 
Originally, I had planned for the data from three additional videos to be included in this 
experiment, but too many participants did not focus on what I had hoped they would, and instead 
described events that were not motion events for those videos, and thus the data for all 
participants for these questions was dropped. This was possibly due to the continuity of the 
videos, as they made a story, and sometimes speakers could encode the events partially in a 
previous distractor question. For example, the seventh video in the series was a distractor 
problem that showed a boy dropping a key into a pool. I had hoped that participants would then 
note that in the eighth video in the series, the key sank to the bottom of the pool. However, many 
participants said something about the boy walking in the seventh video and then just briefly 
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mentioned that he dropped the key in the pool in the eighth video, when I had hoped they would 
mention that the key sank to the bottom of the pool. Participants who did this never created an 
expression concerning the event of the key sinking to the bottom of the pool. Since this was 
often the case, the responses to the eighth video were removed from the data set. Including sound 
in the videos is another potential reason that speakers did not focus where I wanted them to. For 
example, in the third video in the series, I had hoped that participants would make some 
comment about the boy getting onto his bike, but at the same time, a bell was also rung in the 
background, and thus many participants chose to not focus on the fact that the boy mounted the 
bicycle at all and instead talked only about the ringing of the bell. Since this also occurred far too 
much to get enough data from the participants concerning this motion event, responses to it were 
also dropped from the data set. 
This study was conducted on 18 Japanese and 21 Chinese learners of English living in 
America. All subjects were either in the English Language Training Institute (ELTI) program at 
the University of North Carolina at Charlotte (UNCC) or had advanced beyond it into the 
university itself. The English learners were broken into groups, based first on their English 
ability. Since a TOEFL score of 510 is used by UNCC as the cut-off point for entrance into the 
university, this score was used as the marker for breaking learners into mid-level and high-level. 
This resulted in 4 groups, high-level Japanese learners of English (HJ), mid-level Japanese 
learners of English (MJ), high-level Chinese learners of English (HC), and mid-level Chinese 
learners of English (MC). No learners were considered to be low-level. Also, since this 
experiment was performed at the beginning of a new semester, all mid-level participants had 
taken the TOEFL test within one month of the time of experimentation. The high-level group 
participants entered the university at various times, and thus the time when they had last taken 















Length of Time in 
America 
Age 
Range Avg. S.D. Range Avg. S.D. Range Avg. S.D. 
HJ 11 520-620 549.1 36.6 0.5-9 3.8 2.7 19-34 23.8 4.2 
MJ 7 400-505 471.3 48 0.5-6 1.8 2.1 19-30 24 4.7 
HC 8 515-630 541 18.3 0.5-10 5.1 3.2 18-27 22.5 3.7 
MC 13 434-507 482 23.6 0.5-2 1 0.5 19-27 21.2 2.6 
 
For further comparison, the original groups of Chinese and Japanese learners of English were 
also later divided based on the length of time that they had spent in America. Those who had 
been in America for one year or less were classified as “short term”, while those who had been 
there longer were considered to be “long term”. This resulted in another 4 groups: short-term 
Japanese learners (SJ), long-term Japanese learners (LJ), short-term Chinese learners (SC), and 
long-term Chinese learners (LC). The background data for these learners is expressed below, in 
Table 15.  
 




Length of Time in 
America 
Age 
Range Avg. S.D. Range Avg. S.D. Range Avg. S.D. 
LJ 12 420-620 514.9 47.89 1~9 4.2 2.48 20~34 25 4.15 
SJ 6 400-550 500.6 61.25 0.5-0.75 0.54 0.1 19~30 21.7 4.18 
LC 10 434-630 518.29 43.95 1.5~10 4.6 2.94 18-27 22 3.23 
SC 11 440-510 483.73 19.96 0.1~1 0.78 0.32 19-27 21.5 2.98 
 
Finally, a group of 30 American volunteers from UNCC and Queens College City University 
of New York, a group of 10 native Japanese speakers from the Tohoku area, and a group of 11 
native Chinese speakers from Tohoku University were given the same test as the English 
learners, but in their respective native languages. This data was used for comparison, and to 
check the validity of the language production method used in this study. These groups of subjects 
are noted below as native English (NE), native Japanese (NJ) and native Chinese (NC). 
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Data was taken from the participants described above, and statistical analysis was performed, 
based on the following 3 points: 
 
i. Whether speakers used verb-, satellite- or equipollent-framing 
ii. How speakers encoded the manner of motion: whether it was in the main verb, done 
through adjunction, or not expressed at all 
iii. The speaker’s deictic verb usage: whether or not deictic verbs were used frequently, and 
whether or not learners used them correctly as compared to native speaker data 
 
Overall data for each group was calculated and groups were compared against each other to 
look for where statistically significant differences occurred. All checks for statistically 




The data of the native speakers was first compared, and framing tendencies were checked to 
make sure that the video test used would result in speech patterns that would accurately reflect 
those predicted by the typological categorizations described in Section 3.2. This data is also used 
for comparison against learners of English later in this section. It has been summarized in Figure 














Figure 8 Native speaker data  
 
 
The data in Figure 8 indicates that to described the videos used in this experiment, native 
speakers of English tended to primarily use satellite-framing (81.56%), native speakers of 
Chinese tended to use a mixture of equipollent-framing and verb-framing (48.46% equipollent-
framing, 51.54% verb-framing), and native speakers of Japanese tended to use primarily verb-
framing (95.67%). An ANOVA test performed on the three groups showed a significant 
difference (F[2, 48] = 117.05, p<0.001), denoting the large difference in how these groups speak 
in their respective languages. Thus, even though there were some instances of English native 
speakers using verb-framing and Japanese speakers using satellite-framing, the data clearly 
shows that in the context of this experiment, English native speakers favored satellite-framing, 
Japanese native speakers favored verb-framing, and Chinese speakers did not show a tendency to 
lean towards one more than the other. These results match those reported in Slobin (2004) very 
closely and indicate that the videos used in this experiment would make a good test as to how 
well the learners of English would be able to drop their first language framing patterns and 
acquire the second language framing patterns of English.  
Next, the tendencies of the English learners to use satellite-framing, divided by English ability 
(TOEFL scores) was observed in order to see the effects of a learner’s first language’s type on 
their second language framing acquisition. The amount to which learners tended to use either 




















English have also been included in Figure 9 for reference.  
 
Figure 9 Framing pattern usage of English learners (divided by TOEFL scores) 
 
 
From the data in Figure 9, it would appear that the Chinese learners of English tended to use 
satellite-framing in English more than the Japanese learners of English, but that this rate was still 
lower than that of English speakers. One-way ANOVA tests showed that there was a significant 
difference in the framing patterns of native English speakers and Chinese learners of English 
overall (F[1, 49] = 5.45, p<0.05), as well as between native English speakers and Japanese 
learners of English overall (F[1, 46] = 16.914, p<0.005). However, a significant difference was 
not observed between the Chinese learners and Japanese learners overall, using a one-way 
ANOVA test (F[1, 37] = 2.496, p=0.123). Furthermore, no significant difference was found 
between mid-level and high-level learners in either the Japanese learner group (F[1, 16] = 0.022, 
p=0.885) or the Chinese learner group (F[1, 19] = 0.001, p=0.976), regardless of the fact that 
their average TOEFL scores greatly increased (549 vs. 471 for Japanese learners and 541 vs. 482 
for Chinese learners).  
When the results were analyzed based on the learners’ length of time spent in America, rather 
than by TOEFL scores, the data showed larger differences in the short-term and long-term 
learners than the differences in mid-level and high-level learners, as per categorization by 
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time spent in America is summarized in Figure 10, below, with native English speaker data once 
again included for reference. 
 
Figure 10 Framing pattern usage of English learners (divided by time spent in America) 
 
 
As the data from Figure 10 shows, the differences in short-term learners and long-term 
learners were much greater than the differences in mid-level and high-level learners, for both 
Chinese and Japanese learners of English (a 1.5% difference in high- and mid-level Japanese 
learners verses a 15.15% difference in short- and long-term learners of Japanese, and a 0.3% 
difference in high- and mid-level learners of Chinese versus a 5.21% difference in short- and 
long-term Chinese learners). However, ANOVA tests once again did not reveal any significant 
differences between the groups (F[1, 16] = 2.889, p=0.109 for Japanese learners and F[1, 19] = 
0.441, p=0.515 for Chinese learners).  
The results of Figures 9 and 10 seem to indicate that both native speakers of Japanese (a verb-
framed language) and of Chinese (an equipollently-framed language) have difficulty in adjusting 
to using satellite-framing to the extent that native English speakers do. Furthermore, the data also 
suggests that satellite-framing is more difficult to acquire than other aspects of English, as the 
tendency to use satellite-framing seemed to stagnate in both Japanese and Chinese learners, 
regardless of highly increased TOEFL scores. This remained true for learners who had stayed in 
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larger differences were observed than within groups broken up by TOEFL score. While this data 
showed the tendencies for English learners to use the basic framing pattern of English (satellite-
framing), it does not show a complete picture of learner’s second-language framing acquisition. 
As mentioned in Cadierno (2008), Navarro & Nicholadis (2005) and argued earlier in this 
paper in Section 3.1, though the tendencies of second language learners to use satellites is 
important, it is not the only factor that must be considered when determining if a learner has 
acquired the framing patterns of a second language. Whether or not a learner encodes manner, 
and how the learner encodes manner when it is present is just as important. Thus, I chose to next 
analyze how and whether or not both native speakers in their respective languages and learners 
of English encoded the manner of motion to see how well the learners were able to grasp this 
aspect of English motion event framing.  
Once again, I first looked at the patterns of native speakers in each of their respective native 
languages to understand what the norms are in each language. This data is summarized in Figure 
11, below. 
 
Figure 11 Manner of motion expression by native speakers 
 
 
As can be seen from Figure 11, English native speakers have a strong tendency (at least within 
the confines of this experiment) to express the manner of motion in motion events (59.34%). 
















manner of motion in the main verb, since no native speakers of English in this experiment used 
adjunction to encode the manner of motion even once. Thus, if native speakers of English in this 
experiment expressed the manner of motion, it was always in the main verb. A stereotypical 
example of this was taken from actual responses in the data and is shown in (28a), below.  
Meanwhile, Figure 11 shows that Japanese native speakers have a strong tendency to not 
express the manner of motion at all (73.57% in the data for this experiment). A stereotypical 
example of a Japanese response was extracted from the data and is expressed as (28b), below. 
Furthermore, when Japanese native speakers did encode the manner of motion, they very rarely 
did it on the main verb (4.33%), and were much more likely to encode it onto an adjunct 
(22.10%). 
Lastly, Figure 11 shows that Chinese speakers did not show a strong tendency to either encode 
or not encode the manner of motion (doing it overall about 49.43% of the time). However, 
Chinese native speakers were much more likely to encode the manner of motion in an adjunct 
(18.18%) than English speakers, and much less likely to encode the manner of motion on the 
main verb (31.25%). I have included one example of each of these patterns from the Chinese 
native speaker data as (28c) and (28d), below.  
 
(28) a. The boy ran up the stairs. 
 b. Otoko-ga    kaidan-o      nobotta.  
     Boy-Nom    stairs-Acc    ascend 
    “The boy ascended the stairs.” 
 c. Nánhái  zǒu  chū   jiāmén. 
     boy      walk  exit   house  
    “The boy walked out of the house.” 
 d. Tā     qi    chē    chūfā    le,    màosì  dàodá     le        mùdìdì.  
     He   ride  bike   leave   PFV   seem   arrive   PFV  destination 
    “He left, riding his bike, and seemed to arrive at his destination.” 
      
Thus, the native speaker data for the expression of the manner of motion in this experiment 
went as expected and match results reported in Slobin (2004), Chen & Guo (2008) and Inagaki 
(2002). The native speakers of English tended to focus on the manner of motion more than 
Chinese or Japanese speakers, Japanese speakers tended to not focus on the manner of motion, 
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and Chinese speakers showed a rather even distribution, between Japanese and English speakers. 
When checked with an ANOVA test, a significant difference (F[1, 51] = 44.294, p<0.001) was 
seen in the native speakers’ manner of motion expression patterns. Thus, I can conclude that this 
experiment is ideal for testing how Chinese and Japanese learners acquire the ability to express 
manner of motion in English.  
In looking at the English learner’s data regarding their expression of manner of motion, I once 
again started by breaking up the groups of learners by their TOEFL scores. This data is 
summarized in Figure 12, below.  
 
Figure 12 English learners’ manner of motion expressions (divided by TOEFL score) 
 
 
The data shown in Figure 12 suggests that the expression of manner of motion is more 
difficult for learners to acquire than just basic framing patterns, which is congruent with 
Cadierno (2008) and Cadierno & Lund (2004), as mentioned in Section 3.1. Furthermore, in 
looking closely at the data in Figures 12 and 11, it would appear that the English learners broken 
up by their TOEFL scores tend to encode the manner of motion in English similarly to patterns 
that are common in their own respective native languages. One-way ANOVA tests showed that 
there was no significant difference between the manner of motion encoding of learners and 
native speakers of their own respective languages; the difference between Chinese learners of 

















difference between Japanese learners of English and native speakers in Japanese was F[1, 26] = 
3.245, p=0.083. However, ANOVA analyses did reveal a significant difference between the 
Chinese and Japanese learners of English overall in their manner of motion encoding tendencies, 
as expected (F[1, 37] = 4.124, p<0.05). This indicates that Chinese learners of English have an 
advantage over their Japanese counterparts due to transfer from their first language. 
Here, I should also note that despite an increase in TOEFL scores, learners did not 
significantly increase their tendency to encode the manner of motion onto the main verb like 
English speakers. This was proven with one-way ANOVA tests, which revealed no statistically 
significant difference in the percentage of encoding manner of motion onto the main verb 
between mid- and high-level learners for both Chinese (F[1, 19] = 1.862, p=0.188) and Japanese 
(F[1, 16] = 0.548, p=0.47) learners of English. This once again suggests that acquiring satellite-
framing is quite difficult for both learners of verb-framed and equipollently-framed languages, 
although there is a visible gap between the two different groups.   
I then examined the data again with the English learners broken up by the length of time they 
had spent in America, as I did with overall framing pattern usage. These results are summarized 
in Figure 13, below.  
 
Figure 13 English learners’ manner of motion expressions (divided by time in America) 
 
 


















time encoded the manner of motion onto the main verb even once. Although they did 
occasionally encode the manner of motion, they instead all chose to encode it into adjuncts, such 
as in the actual samples taken from the data and repeated below as (29 a, b), which were typical 
responses for this group.  
 
(29) a. The boy goes to swimming pool by bicycle. 
 b. He running then enter to swimming pool. 
 
Expressions such as (29 a, b) were probably more likely to be made by short-term Japanese 
learners, as such constructions are more common in native Japanese, as shown in Figure 11. In 
comparison, long-term Japanese learners were not only more likely to encode the manner of 
motion into the main verb, but they were also less likely to do so in an adjunct. This gap was 
large enough that a statistically significant difference could be seen between Japanese learners 
who had been in America for a long period of time versus those who had not (F[1, 16] = 7.867, 
p=0.01). 
However, the gap in the amount of Chinese learners of English who encoded the manner of 
motion onto the main verb did not alter as much when the learners were divided by length of 
time rather than by TOEFL score, and thus even when Chinese learners were divided by length 
of time spent in America, no significant difference was seen in their manner of motion 
expressions (F[1, 19] = 0.969, p=0.337). There was also no drop in the amount of adjunction 
used between short- and long-term Chinese learners, as was seen in short- and long-term 
Japanese learners. Based on these results, it would appear that the length of time spent in 
America had a much larger effect on Japanese learners’ manner of motion encoding than 
perceived English ability (TOEFL scores). 
Lastly, I chose to analyze the deictic verb usage of learners in an attempt to improve on 
previous second language framing acquisition research and see to what degree mistakes were 
being made in combining various verbs with satellites. As I mentioned in Section 3.1.1, when 
learners of English use a phrase like go out, there is the possibility that they have simply 
memorized go out as a single chunk and equated it to a path verb in their own native language. If 
this is the case, then one would expect to see an over-use of the pattern “go + satellite”. While 
looking at the number of manner verbs used with satellites can be insightful as to how well a 
learner has truly acquired English framing, complications such as a lack of vocabulary might 
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skew these results. Thus, I decided to look at instances of deictic verb usage, since English only 
has two deictic verbs, come and go, which all mid- and high-level learners know, and which can 
easily be determined as either correct or incorrect in describing the videos in this experiment. 
In the videos used in my experiment, there were three, numbers 1, 2 and 7 from the last 
section, which clearly showed a person coming towards the camera. All of the subjects from the 
native speaker data that described the deictic information regarding these two questions used 
either come, kuru (Japanese for come), or lai (Chinese for come), indicating that regardless of 
native language, these videos should be described with deictic information indicating the person 
in the video coming nearing the speaker. Thus, if there were an overextension of the pattern “go 
+ satellite”, as I suspect there is, learners would mistakenly use the word go to describe videos 
number 1, 2 and 7. Figure 14, below, shows the percentage with which learners incorrectly used 
the word go instead of come to describe these videos, divided by their TOEFL scores.  
 
Figure 14 Percent of incorrect uses of go in place of come by English learners 
 
 
As Figure 14 shows, mid-level Japanese learners of English made the most mistakes, but 
high-level Japanese learners of English made the fewest. A one-way ANOVA test thus showed a 
significant difference in mid- and high-level Japanese learners of English (F[1, 18] = 4.48, 
p=0.05). However, there was very little difference in mid- and high-level Chinese learners of 
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way ANOVA test that did not show a significant difference (F[1, 13] = 0.043, p=0.84). The 
difference in improvement (or lack thereof) in deictic verb usage between Chinese and Japanese 





Based on the data that I collected and presented in Section 3.3, I can make the following 4 
conclusions about the second language framing acquisition by Japanese and Chinese learners of 
English.  
 
i. For both Japanese and Chinese learners of English, length of time spent in an English 
speaking country affected their framing acquisition more than their perceived English 
ability (TOEFL scores)  
 
Although I had made no prediction about how the length of time spent in an English-speaking 
country would affect English framing acquisition versus English ability, the results presented in 
Section 3.3.2 made this point very clear. For both overall framing pattern usage and manner of 
motion verb usage, the gaps between short- and long-term learners (broken up by length of time 
spent in America) were much larger than the gaps between mid- and high-level learners (broken 
up by TOEFL score) for both Japanese and Chinese learners of English. This is further verified 
by the fact that there were no statistically significant differences seen in these areas for any of the 
learners when they were divided by TOEFL score, but when divided by length of time spent in 
America, significant differences were found in the manner of motion usage of short- and long-
term Japanese learners of English. Even though a significant difference was not found between 
short- and long-term Chinese learners of English, it should still be noted that the gap between 
short- and long-term learners was still much greater than that of mid- and high-level learners. 
Thus, it would seem overall that the length of time spent in an English speaking country has 
more of an effect on second language framing acquisition than English ability.  
This result could be due to a lack of natural input in the learning environments in China and 
Japan, or the educational system used to teach English in these countries. When English is taught 
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as a foreign language, rather than as a second language, there tends to be more of a focus on 
what is easy to learn, rather than what is necessary natural. This can be illustrated by the English 
pattern “go to {place} by {vehicle}”, which is widely taught to English learners in Japan and 
China (Rivers & Toyama 2003, Stempleski, Douglas & Morgan 2005, Kubo 2008、Asano, 
Shimomura, & Makino 1998, amongst others). This pattern is very easy to learn, as learners do 
not need to learn a new manner of motion verb (such as in the pattern {“manner-of-motion verb} 
to {place}”) to describe how they travelled and can instead simply use nouns that they already 
know in a relatively simple pattern. It is also comfortable, especially for Japanese learners of 
English, as it is a verb-framed construction. However, these sorts of verb-framed patterns are 
highly unnatural in English (not once was any pattern with the manner of motion expressed 
outside of the main verb used by any of the native English speakers in my data). If learners 
receive similar such easy-to-learn but highly unnatural phrases and only ever speak English in 
their countries with other non-native English speakers, it is not surprising that they do not 
acquire English framing, even if their overall English ability improves. Furthermore, if a learner 
becomes accustomed to using the less natural patterns that are closer to their native language’s 
framing type, it become easy to rely on these patterns and fossilize. In contrast, learners that 
lived in America for an extended period of time likely came into contact with many more native 
English speakers, and thus many more natural English framing patterns. Learners put in this 
situation would have to begin to acquire these framing patterns in order to communicate, 
regardless of their level, and thus would show better improvement.  
 
ii. The acquisition of English framing improved for Japanese learners from mid- to high-
level, but Chinese learners showed signs of fossilization 
 
While there were no significant differences observed between mid- and high-level Japanese or 
Chinese learners’ satellite-framing usage or manner of motion usage when divided by TOEFL 
score, Japanese learners did show significant differences between short- and long-term learners 
when divided by length of time spent in America but Chinese learners did not. This indicates that 
there was a significant improvement in Japanese learners’ English framing acquisition after 
spending a certain amount of time abroad, which did not hold true for Chinese learners. Although 
Chinese learners of English did show improvement, particularly in manner of motion verb usage, 
between short- and long-term learners, the difference was not nearly as pronounced as the 
 
95 
Japanese learners, and a statistically significant difference was not found between Chinese short- 
and long-term learners. Furthermore, Chinese learners showed no improvement whatsoever in 
their deictic verb usage. Since Chinese learners of English showed a significant difference in 
their usage of both satellite-framing and manner of motion usage when compared with native 
English speakers, I cannot say that this stagnation occurs because Chinese learners have 
completely mastered English framing usage. Yet, it is clear that Chinese learners’ English 
framing acquisition does seem to fossilize to a certain point. What is not yet clear is whether or 
not Japanese learners will continue to improve to a point that they surpass Chinese learners, 
since even though Japanese learners showed significant improvements after staying in America 
for an extended period of time, their framing acquisition levels were still lower than those of 
Chinese learners. 
 
iii. Chinese learners acquired second language English framing earlier than Japanese learners 
 
In both the usage of satellite-framing and the tendency to encode the manner of motion on the 
main verb, Chinese learners’ levels were much closer to native English speakers’ level than 
Japanese learners’. Regardless of whether or not learners were divided based on TOEFL scores 
or on length of time spent in America, Japanese high-level and long-term learners’ levels of 
satellite-framing and manner of motion verb usage was still less than that of mid-level and short-
term Chinese learners’ levels. Unfortunately, this experiment did not look at the framing levels of 
low level learners, but the data presented in the last section and the significant differences found 
between Chinese and Japanese learners’ usage of both satellite-framing and manner of motion 
verbs makes it clear that by mid-level, Chinese learners already have an upper-hand on their 
Japanese counterparts. 
This difference in framing acquisition was likely due to transfer from learners’ first languages. 
Since Chinese is an equipollently-framed language, Chinese speakers tend to focus more on the 
manner of motion in their own native language than speakers of Japanese, a verb-framed 
language. Thus, when speaking a second language, Chinese are more likely to try to express 
manner of motion, which would facilitate the learning of English framing patterns, since 
standard English framing patterns (satellite-framing) generally include a description of the 
manner of motion. Since Chinese learners would likely want to include manner of motion in 
their second language expressions, they would be more likely to notice patterns that would allow 
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them to do so, and thus inadvertently place higher focus on English satellite-framed patterns. 
Comparatively, Japanese speakers tend to focus on the manner of motion much less in their 
native language, and thus would not try to encode it as much in a foreign language, and thus 
would not be presented with the same obstacles and opportunities to learn new framing patterns 
in English.  
 
iv. For both Chinese and Japanese learners of English, learning to use manner of motion 
verbs and deictic verbs in combination with satellites is far more difficult than using basic 
satellite-framed patterns  
 
While significant differences were found between the satellite-framing, manner of motion 
verb, and deictic verb usage of native English speakers and both groups of English learners, the 
gaps were widest in the usage of manner of motion verb usage and deictic verb usage. To 
illustrate this, the largest gap in English learners’ and native English speakers’ satellite-framing 
usage was a 35% usage gap between short-term Japanese learners and native English speakers, 
while the gap between the same two groups of users with respect to their manner of motion verb 
usage was around 60%. Similarly, English learners made mistakes with deictic verbs between 
27% and 62% of the time, while native speakers did not make this mistake at all. Furthermore, 
no significant differences were found between mid- and high-level learners, nor were any found 
between short- and long-term learners in their satellite-framing usage, but significant differences 
were found in manner of motion verb usage and deictic verb usage. This indicates that basic 
satellite-framed pattern usage was not so hard to pick up at lower levels whereas combining 
manner of motion verbs and or different deictic verbs with satellites proved much more difficult 
and did not really show improvement until higher levels. 
The finding that using manner of motion verbs together with satellites was more difficult for 
learners than general satellite-framing coincides with the results of Cadierno (2008) and 
Cadierno & Lund (2004). While I argue that this is due to a transfer of first language framing 
patterns, the argument can be made that manner of motion encoding is not strictly a problem of 
framing-pattern acquisition, but also of vocabulary acquisition, since the more manner of motion 
verbs one knows, the more one can use them as the main verb in satellite-framed patterns. 
However, the problem of vocabulary was likely not much of a factor in the experiment I reported 
on in the last section. First, the TOEFL scores of the Chinese and Japanese mid-level learners 
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were around the same, as were those of the high-level learners, with no significant difference 
found (p=0.508 between mid-level learners and p=0.574 between high-level learners). This 
indicates that their vocabulary and grammar levels would have been extremely close, and thus a 
difference in vocabulary would not be able to explain the differences in their manner of motion 
usages. Furthermore, the videos used in my experimentation were created to result in the usage 
of only very simple manner of motion verbs. In fact, the only manner of motion verbs that came 
up in the whole experiment from all participants, including the native English speakers were 
forms of walk, run, jog, jump, and ride. It is difficult to believe that with such high TOEFL 
scores the participants did not know these words. Thus it is highly unlikely that a difference in 
vocabulary was the cause of the difference in manner of motion usage between Chinese and 
Japanese learners, or between the learners and native speakers.  
It should also be noted that a difference in vocabulary would not explain for the mistaken 
over-usage of the deictic verb go by the learners of English. Since come and go are the only two 
deictic verbs in English, it is once again difficult to believe that mid- or high-level learners of 
English did not know both of these words. Thus, it should be quite simple to replace go with 
come in a satellite-framed construction if a learner realizes that they are interchangeable, 
indicating that the learner truly has acquired English satellite-framing. However, since many 
errors occurred and these were not reflected by English, Japanese or Chinese native speakers in 
their own respective native data, I posit that this mistake occurred due to speakers replacing 
falsely equivocating a path verb in their own native language with the pattern ‘go + 
{preposition/particle}’ in English. This has been illustrated in (30) below. While (30) is an 
example of Japanese, since both Japanese and Chinese exhibit a large number of path verbs, the 
same misunderstanding could just as easily occur for both Chinese and Japanese learners. 
 
(30)  Taro-ga  ie-ni    hairu 
    
          “Taro”   “ house”     “go in” 
 
    Taro go(es) in (the) house.  
 
It would thus appear that the learners indeed have a tendency in their 'thinking for speaking' 
(Slobin, 1996) to first think of a path verb in their own native language, and then merely replace 
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it with ‘go + (satellite)’, without truly understanding that the path of the motion is being encoded 
on the satellite and that go can be replaced with any number of verbs, including come or manner 
of motion verbs. This could also help explain why in the results of Cadierno and Lund (2004), 
Cadierno (2004), and other such experiments, researchers found that native speakers of verb-
framed languages seemed to use satellites to encode the path of motion, but rarely ever encoded 
the manner of motion onto the main verb.  
The above example of a transfer of ‘thinking for speaking’ is indicative of a transfer not from 
learners’ first language patterns or grammatical structures, but rather from a transfer of cognitive 
patterns from their first language. Thus, it would seem that Talmy’s typology has cognitive 
effects on the second language acquisition of a language type different from one’s first language. 
Therefore, I submit that while the difference in Chinese learners and Japanese learners’ English 
framing acquisition comes partially from transfer of grammatical constructions from their first 
language, transfer of their L1 cognitive framing patterns is also a large factor.  
Furthermore, I posit that the reason Japanese learners did better with deictic verbs at higher 
levels than Chinese learners is because of competition that existed for Chinese learners that did 
not exist for Japanese learners. In Chinese, it is possible to encode the path, manner, and deictic 
information regarding motion all into one clause on serial verbs, as reported by Chen & Guo 
(2008). Also, the native speaker data that I took indicates that both Japanese and Chinese native 
speakers often include deictic information in their motion event expressions in their respective 
native languages. However, deictic information is encoded far less often in English, as usually 
the main verb is given the task of encoding manner of motion and the satellite is charged with 
encoding the path of motion, and only two of these pieces of information can be encoded into 
one clause in English (see Section 3.2.1). Since Japanese native speakers do not often encode the 
manner of motion, when Japanese learners begin to realize that the word go can be substituted 
for other words in the English pattern ‘go + {satellite}’, they are more likely to encode deictic 
information in this available slot, as it is most natural to them. Thus, they focus on how to 
encode deictic information in the main verb and acquire this pattern more quickly. Meanwhile, 
Chinese native speakers often encode both the manner of motion and deictic information in 
motion event descriptions, but speaking in English limits them to only one. Therefore, when 
Chinese learners begin to realize that the word go can be substituted for other words in the 
English pattern ‘go + {satellite}’, they are less likely to focus on just the manner of motion nor 
just the deictic information and their acquisition of such patterns is split between the two. Thus, 
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Chinese learners are able to use ‘(manner of motion verb) + (satellite)’ patterns much more 
quickly than Japanese learners, but not ‘(deictic verb) + (satellite)’ patterns, as their focus is not 
pointed in the same direction by their first language patterns of cognitive focus. 
In conclusion, the results above suggest that Chinese and Japanese learners of English acquire 
the framing patterns of English in different ways. First of all, Chinese learners seem to acquire 
many aspects of English framing faster than Japanese learners – which is shown by the high 
levels of satellite-framing usage and manner of motion verb usage reported in the last section. 
However, Chinese learners do seem to show a tendency to fossilize around mid-level, whereas 
Japanese learners show a larger improvement from staying in an English speaking country for a 
short period of time to a long period of time. This is especially true with deictic verb usage in 
which high level Japanese learners actually surpassed Chinese learners, whereas Chinese learners 
stayed fossilized at a level between mid- and high-level Japanese learners.  
These results are important to the field of second language acquisition and cognitive linguistic 
typology because they suggest that (i) there is definitely a difference in the cognitive patterns of 
equipollently-framed language speakers and verb-framed language speakers, which supports 
Slobin’s (2004) suggestion that equipollently-framed languages should be added as a new 
language type, and (ii) that speakers of equipollently-framed languages acquire satellite-framing 
differently from speakers of verb-framed languages. However, more experiments done in a 
similar fashion on a wider range of languages is still required to say that this is the case for all 
equipollently- and verb-framed languages, and not just in the case of Chinese and Japanese 




In Chapter 3, I introduced some of the works that have attempted to apply Talmy’s (1985) 
typology to the field of second language acquisition, and reported on my own experiment that 
continued these works. In looking at the English framing acquisition of Chinese and Japanese 
learners, I found both similarities and differences in the second language satellite-framing 
acquisition of speakers of equipollent- and verb-framed languages. 
In Section 3.1 I introduced some of the research on second language framing acquisition, 
showed what it had thus far proven and indicated some areas in which the research could be 
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improved upon. Several works such as Cadierno (2008) and Inagaki (2002) had already shown 
that learning the framing type of a second language is extremely difficult if the second language 
is of a type different from a learner’s first language. I expressed that my experiments would be 
based on past research, but improve upon them in that I would (i) include an equipollently-
framed language in my study, (ii) look at language production and take native speaker data as a 
control, (iii) look at different level groups of learners, and (iv) consider the deictic verb usage of 
the language learners. Additionally, I used languages from different areas in my experiment and 
statistical analysis to provide quantitative evidence for my findings.  
In order to properly conduct my second language framing acquisition experiment, it was first 
critical that I offer evidence that each of the languages I selected were truly representative of 
their respective language types. This was especially important for my research, as I included an 
equipollently-framed language, as suggested by Slobin (2004), but there is still some debate over 
the classification of such languages. Thus, in Section 3.2, I argued for the most appropriate 
classification of each of the three languages in my study: English, Japanese and Chinese. Based 
on analyses of what sorts of framing patterns were available, what sorts of limitations were 
placed on them when they were available, and on the frequency with which they were commonly 
used in each language, I concluded that English is indeed a satellite-framed language, Japanese is 
a verb-framed language and Chinese is an equipollently-framed language. I then conducted my 
experimentation based on these arguments. 
In Section 3.3, I reported on the second language framing acquisition experiment I did 
regarding motion events. Based on the results from my experimentation, I was able to conclude 
that Chinese and Japanese learners of English acquired its framing patterns in different ways. 
Specifically, I found that Chinese learners showed a better usage of satellite-framed expressions 
and manner of motion verbs in combination with satellites than their Japanese counterparts, 
tough their learning seemed to fossilize a bit at the mid ranged level. I also found that Japanese 
learners were better able to use deictic verbs with satellites than their Chinese counterparts at 
higher levels. My results indicate that there are indeed differences in the way speakers of 
equipollently- and verb-framed languages acquire satellite-framing in motion events, though 
speakers of other equipollently- and verb-framed languages should also be tested to know for 
sure. Finally, I also found the unexpected yet important result that the length of time spent in an 
English speaking country had more of an effect on all of the learners’ framing acquisition than 
did perceived English ability (TOEFL scores). 
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Thus, in Chapter 3, I was able to show that in the scope of motion events, English, Japanese, 
and Chinese all belong to different language framing types, and that the type of one’s first 
language has a clear effect on learners’ second language acquisition of motion framing. This 
leads me to wonder what sort of effect Talmy’s (1985) framing typology has on acquisition of the 
framing of other conflated events that he suggested, such as change-of-state, realization of goals, 
and correlation of activity. Based on the results of my experiment and the body of past research 
on second language framing acquisition presented in this chapter, I expect that there would be at 
least some problematic areas that would arise. I seek to test this theory and find out exactly how 
far Talmy’s typology affects second language framing acquisition by testing the acquisition of 




Chapter 4: The Effects on Change of State Events in 
Second Language Acquisition 
 
4.1 Previous Studies 
 
4.1.1 Talmy’s Typology and Change of State Events 
 
Talmy (1985) says that conflated events consist of some type of ground that undergoes a 
transition due to some action. For motion events, the entity that moves is the ground, and the 
change in location is the transition. In what he calls change of state events, the state of the entity 
in question is the ground, and the change that occurs is the transition. Furthermore, Talmy 
(2000b) goes on to say that in motion events, the direction of motion is the “path”, and similarly, 
in change of state events, the direction of the change is the “path”. In this way, motion events and 
change of state events are quite analogous, particularly in that the path of the ground’s transition 
is considered to be the main-event. This is represented in Figure 15, below.  
 




John entered the room. 
ground  path                   . 
Change of State Events 
 
The ice melted  
ground  path  . 
Path Path 
outside inside solid liquid 
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As shown in Figure 15, the event that describes the “path” is considered the main-event for 
both motion and change of state events. Thus, the path of motion is the main event for motion 
events, and the actual act of changing is the main event in change of state events. Meanwhile, the 
co-event in motion events is the manner of motion, whereas the co-event in change of state 
events is the manner or cause of the change (what sort of action brought about the change in 
question). According to Talmy (2000b), the co-event of both motion events and change of state 
events are literal, physical expressions of the actual action that occurred to bring the ground to its 
final state or circumstances. For example, in (31), below, burn is the actual physical action that 
happened, causing the final state of the ground, him, to change according to the path to death, 
and thus to death represents the main-event of him dying, and burn represents the co-event.    
 
(31) I burned him to death. 
 
 As discussed in Section 2.1.2, Talmy (1985) claimed that a linguistic typology was possible 
based on the how conflated events such as the one above are framed in a particular language. 
Talmy (2000b) also says that since the transition is the main event in both motion events and 
change of state events, these two types of events share the same basic semantic structure. For 
example, the semantic structure of the motion event shown in Figure 15 can be represented as 
[John MOVED FROM PLACE [OUTSIDE] to PLACE [INSIDE] the room], and the semantic 
structure of the change of state event shown in Figure 15 can be represented as [the ice 
“MOVED” FROM a STATE [BEING SOLID] TO a STATE [BEING LIQUID]. Since these 
structures are analogous, Talmy (1985) suggested that languages could be broken up into 
satellite- and verb-framed languages not just as to how they frame motion events, but also as to 
how they frame change of state events. It thus follows that Talmy (1985) posited that verb-
framed languages encode the change that occurs onto the main verb, since it is the main event, 
and satellite-framed languages encode the manner or cause of the change in the main verb and 
the actual change that occurs onto a satellite. Talmy (200b) gave examples of verb- and satellite-
framing in change of state events in English, German, and Spanish, which I have included below, 






(32) a. The leaves withered away. 
 b. Die   Armee   hat (sich)      die          Halbinsel     erkämpft. 
     Det.   Army        Aux.     Det.Dat    Peninsula     fight.take 
     The army took the peninsula through fighting. 
c. Las   hojas       se desintegraron        al               secarse. 
     Det.  leaves         disintegrate        due to          withering 
     The leaves withered away / The leaves disintegrated due to withering. 
  (Talmy 2000b, p.242-244) 
 
In the English expression in (32a), the manner/cause of the change is encoded onto the main 
verb, withered, and the change that occurred (becoming nothingness) was encoded onto the 
satellite away, and thus this expression is considered to be satellite-framed. Similarly, in the 
German expression in (32b), the manner/cause of the change is encoded onto the main verb 
kämpfen, and the change that occurred (the peninsula becoming into the army’s possession) is 
encoded into the verb prefix er-, which is another type of satellite, and thus this expressions is 
also satellite-framed. In contrast, in the Spanish expression in (32c), the change that occurred is 
expressed in the main verb desintegraron, while the manner/cause of the change is encoded in an 
adjunct, al secarse, which makes this expression verb-framed.  
While motion event expressions and change of state expressions are quite analogous, one 
difference in the expressions of these two event types lies in the types of satellites that are 
available for use. As shown in (32a-c) above, prepositions/particles and verb prefixes are 
available as satellites in change of state events, as in motion events. However, in change of state 
events, adjectives can also function as a satellite to encode the manner/cause of change, as shown 
below in (33 a, b).  
 
(33) a. The shirt flapped dry in the wind. 
 b. I painted the fence blue. 
 c. The man choked to death. 
(Talmy 2000b, p.251) 
 
In the example sentence (33a), the change that occurred (from wet to dry) is encoded onto the 
adjective dry, and the manner/cause of this change is expressed in the main-verb, flap. Talmy 
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(2000b) says that the semantic structure of this sentence is [the shirt “MOVED” TO a STATE 
[BEING dry]] WITH-THE-CAUSE-OF [it flapped in the wind]. Similarly, he states that the 
semantic structure of the transitive sentence in (33b) is [I “AMOVED” the fence TO a STATE 
[BEING blue]] WITH-THE-CAUSE-OF [I painted it]. However, he also posited that (33c) has 
the same semantic structure as (33a) and (33b), which can be represented as [he “MOVED” TO 
DEATH] WITH-THE-CAUSE-OF [he choked on a bone]. Talmy (2000b) argued that sentences 
in which an adjective functions as the satellite, such as (33a) and (33b), have a covert “to” in 
their semantic structures, and thus semantically function the same was as sentences with an 
adjective and an overt to in them, such as (33c).  
Though Talmy (1985) claimed that the linguistic typology that he suggested was not just one 
based on motion events, but also on change of state events and other types of events as well, 
almost all of the research regarding his typology up until now has been primarily on motion 
events, ignoring change of state and other types of conflated events. Thus, though Slobin (2004), 
for example, has done a lot of work in researching which types of framing expressions are most 
common and most fitting for certain types of languages in their motion event expressions, hardly 
any such research has been performed regarding change of state events, with the exception of 
perhaps Ono (2004), who looked at the frequencies of verb- and satellite-framed expressions in 
change of state events in Japanese and English. Thus, though Slobin (2004) and Chen & Guo 
(2008), amongst others, have argued for the existence of equipollent-framing in motion events, 
no one has questioned whether or not they occur in change of state events. However, I do point 
out that equipollently-framed change of state expressions do occur in both Japanese and Chinese 
in Sections 4.1.3 and 4.1.4, respectively. Since I will also report on the effects of Talmy’s 
typology on the second language framing acquisition of change of state events, I once again need 
to show that the languages that I use in my experiments can be considered as belonging to one 
framing type or another in respect to change of state events. Thus, in the next three sections, I 
will argue that in change of state events, English is a satellite-framed language, Japanese is a 
verb-framed language, and Chinese is an equipollently-framed language, based on what sorts of 
expressions are available in each language and what kinds of framing pattern preferences 






4.1.2 Framing Change of State in English  
 
As discussed in Section 3.2.1, English is widely regarded as a satellite-framed language. 
However, almost all of the evidence pointing to this fact has been argued while only taking 
motion events into consideration (Slobin 2004, Imbert 2012, Ohara, 2007 etc.). However, since 
Talmy (1985) claims that English is a satellite-framed language, not just for motion events, but 
also for change of state events, I will take the same stance in this section and offer evidence for 
why English can be considered a satellite-framed language for change of state events. 
First, let us look at the types of change of state expressions that English allows. Just as with 
motion expressions, English allows both satellite- and verb-framed patterns. This is exemplified 
in (34a-d), which shows the four basic patterns of English change of state expressions. 
 
(34) a. He extinguished the flames. 
 b. He squeezed the sponge dry. 
 c. He kicked the door down. 
 d. He cut the apple into four pieces. 
 
Each of the sentences in (34 a-d) exhibit a different pattern for encoding change of state, but 
(34a) is particularly different from the other patterns since it is the only one of the four that is 
verb-framed. Thus, in (34a), the change that occurred is encoded onto the main verb, extinguish. 
In contrast, (34 b-d) all encode the manner/cause of the change onto the main verb, and encode 
the change itself elsewhere, making them all satellite-framed expressions. The difference in the 
individual sentences in (34 b-d) comes from the type of satellite used in each expression to 
encode the change that occurred. In (34b), the satellite is an adjective (dry), whereas it is a 
particle (down) in (34c), and a prepositional phrase (into four pieces) in (34d). Though English 
seems to exhibit three different types of satellites for expressing change of state events, it should 
be noted that English only has prepositions/particles available to it to express the path of motion 
in motion event expressions. The importance of this will be discussed further on in this section, 
but first let us look at the available verb-framed patterns for expressing change of state that exist 
in English.  
As mentioned in Sections 2.3 and 3.2.1, English actually has quite a few verbs available to it 
that encode the path of motion and could thus be used for verb-framed expressions. However, 
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one of the pieces of evidence given in Section 3.2.1 that English was indeed a satellite-framed 
language was that many of the path verbs that exist in English are actually loan words from verb-
framed languages such as French and Latin (Ohara 2007, Harper 2010, amongst others). 
Furthermore, when we look at the number of path verbs that exist in English, and the number of 
path verbs that exist in languages considered to be verb-framed, we can see that verb-framed 
languages contain many more path verbs than English (Ohara 2007, Berman & Slobin 1994, 
etc.). Since looking at the number of verbs available for verb-framed patterns and their origins 
helped to prove English to be a satellite-framed language in respect to motion events, I have 
chosen to also look at the same parameters with respect to change of state events. 
I found that there are a very large number of verbs in English that encode the occurrence of 
change and could thus be used in verb-framed patterns. I have listed just a few of them below. 
 
accelerate, aerate, appear, arouse, clean, darken, declaw, decompose, decrease, deforest, 
deflate, deregulate, destroy, detoxify, dirty, disintegrate, disappear, enamor, encase, enrage, 
entomb, entrap, exacerbate, excavate, exhaust, extinguish, freeze, flatten, incarcerate, incinerate, 
increase, inflate, kill, lighten, melt, open, reverse, sicken, soil, sweeten, wet, tint, worsen, etc. 
 
From the list above, it is obvious that English has many more verbs that conflate occurrences 
of change onto them than it does verbs that conflate path of motion onto them (see Section 3.2.1 
for a comparison). However, there is an important, inherent difference in motion and change of 
state events that may help to explain this; there are simply far fewer “paths” in motion than in 
change. In the realm of motion events, the only paths that are truly available are ones in the 
three-dimensional world around us. Thus, we can have paths such as from out to in, in to out, up 
to down, down to up, back to front, point A to point B, etc. However, if one considers the number 
of available “paths” for change of state events, they are almost limitless, as there is a path of 
change for almost every conceivable “state” that an object could be in. For example, something 
could go from solid to liquid, light to dark, or conspicuous to obvious.  Thus, I can say that 
though there are more path of change verbs than path of motion verbs in English, I posit that this 
is true simply because there are far more paths of change that exist than do paths of motion. I 
would image that in any language there will be more types of expressions for change of state 
events than motion events.  
As in Section 3.2.1, it is also important to note which of the verb-framed linguistic resources 
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listed are of natural English origin, and which are loan words from verb-framed languages. In the 
case of path of motion verbs, it was easy to tell that most of these words were not of English 
origin. However, in the case of occurrence of change verbs, there is such a large number that it is 
all but impossible to list them all, and thus difficult to say for certain what percent of them are 
loan words. Regardless, let us look at the words in the list above. From these words, accelerate, 
aerate, deflate, disintegrate, exacerbate, excavate, exhaust, extinguish, incarcerate, incinerate, 
and inflate are taken from Latin, and appear, decrease, destroy, disappear, enamor, enrage, 
entomb, entrap, increase, reverse and soil are taken from French (Harper, 2010). Thus, we can 
see that in change of state events, similar to motion events, over half of the verb-framed 
linguistic elements found in English are words borrowed in from foreign languages.  
While I have shown that many of the occurrences of change verbs that exist in English are 
actually borrowed from verb-framed languages, there is another important difference about the 
“path” verbs in English motion expressions and those in English change of state expressions. The 
difference that I should point out is that while there are no ways to construct new path of motion 
verbs, English does provide productive patterns for creating its own new occurrence of change 
verbs. For example, the three patterns shown below exist in English to create new verbs which 
will encode the occurrence of a change.  
 
i. {prefix} + {noun/adjective} 
E.g. dis + appear, dis + own, de + forest, de+regulate, en+cage, en+case,  
ii. {adjective} + {suffix –en} 
E.g. dark+en, sweet+en, worse+en, broad+en, flat+(t)en 
iii. {adjective} → {verb} 
E.g. open, soil, wet, dirty 
 
I should mention that most of the prefixes as listed in (i) are taken from verb-framed 
languages like Latin (dis- and de-) and French (dis- and en-), and thus, most of the words that 
these prefixes are found combined with are generally of Latin or French origin. However, though 
it is generally the case that such words come from Latinate or French origin, it is also notable 
that English has begun using them productively to make their own words with these prefixes that 
were not borrowed from French or Latin, such as disown, disembowel, deforest, deregulate, and 
encase (Oxford English Dictionary). Thus, while the pattern shown in (i), above, is not originally 
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an English pattern, English users have since seemed to have adopted it into their vernacular and 
begun using it productively to come up with their own verb-framed expressions. Furthermore, 
English also has its own pattern of turning adjectives into occurrence of change verbs, as seen in 
(ii), and can use adjectives as verbs that express an occurrence of change without any change to 
the root word, as seen in (iii). 
The existence of the productive patterns shown above, as well as the existence of other 
occurrence of change verbs in English (such as kill, melt, freeze, etc.) signify that there are more 
verb-framed patterns available in English to describe change of state events than motion events. I 
will discuss this again later on in the section in accordance with the frequency with which certain 
framing patterns are used in English change of state expressions, and the effect that the existence 
of more verb-framed patterns has on it. For now, let us look at the types of satellite-framed 
expression available in English to describe change of state events.  
As Talmy (1985) points out, there are different types of satellite-framed expressions in 
English change of state expressions. Specifically, English allows the following three types:  
 
i. {manner/cause of change verb} + prepositional phrase 
E.g. cut into four, beat to death 
ii. {manner/cause of change verb} + particle 
E.g. kick over, break down 
iii. {manner/cause of change verb} + adjective 
E.g. smash open, stomp flat 
 
The above three patterns are all considered to be examples of satellite-framing because the 
manner/cause of change is encoded in the main verb and the occurrence of change is encoded 
outside the verb in all three. However, there are slight differences in these patterns and their 
usages, other than just the part of speech that is acting as the satellite. For example, in English 
change of state events, multiple satellites can be tied back to the same main verb, just as they can 
in motion events, such as in (35a), below. However, the three patterns above are limited in how 
they can combine together to do this. For example, (35b) shows that two prepositional phrases 
can be tied together back to the same main verb, and (35a) shows that a particle and a 
prepositional phrase can be tied back to the same main verb. However, as (35c) shows, two 
particles can not be tied back to the same verb, nor can two adjectives, as seen in (35d), though 
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an adjective and a particle can be tied back to the same verb as in (35e). Comparatively, motion 
events seem to be much freer in this regard, as a number of particles or prepositional phrases can 
be tied together, as seen in (35f). Thus, while English change of state events exhibit more types 
of satellites than English motion events, there is a slight limitation as to how there satellites can 
be combined with one another, which does not appear to happen in English motion events, which 
have fewer parts of speech that can be used as satellites.  
 
(35) a. The wood chips boiled down to a pulp. 
 b. It changed from red to black to blue to red to orange. 
 c. *It fell down over. 
 d. *I stomped it flat thin. 
 e. I stomped it down flat. 
 f. The cat jumped down off the table through the hoop onto the floor. 
 
In comparing the types of expressions and linguistic resources in English that are available to 
describe motion events and change of state events, there are a few recognizable differences. It 
would appear that verb-framing patterns are more common in English change of state 
expressions and are far more productive than they are in motion event expressions. Furthermore, 
while there are more parts of speech that can be used as satellites in English change of state 
expressions than there are in motion event expressions, it would seem that there are very minor 
limitations on them in change of state expressions that are not present in motion event 
expressions. Thus, if I were to make a prediction based on the research of Beavers et al. (2010), 
it would be that English would exhibit more verb-framing tendencies in change of state 
descriptions than in motion event descriptions. Let us now look at the framing pattern usage of 
native speakers of English to test this and see how frequently verb-framing and satellite-framing 
are actually used in English change of state expressions.  
As I mentioned the previous section, most of the research regarding Talmy’s (1985) typology 
has been on motion events, and thus there is not a lot of information regarding native speakers’ 
framing usage patterns. However, Ono (2004) did look into this problem with a corpus study that 
looked at the change of state framing patterns of Japanese and English through a cross-translated 
novel corpus study, similar to the one used in Berman & Slobin (1994). Ono (2004) looked at 
novels written by native English speakers and their Japanese translations, as well as novels 
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written by native Japanese speakers and their English translations and found that as far as both 
motion events and change of state events were concerned, English used satellite-framing more 
heavily than verb-framing. However, Ono’s (2004) results did indicate that English speakers 
leaned slightly more towards satellite-framing in change of state events than in motion events. 
Figure 16, below repeats these findings from Ono (2004).  
 
Figure 16 Event framing in English 
 
Ono (2004): p.24 
 
Additionally, the native speaker data from the experiment I conducted on the second language 
acquisition of framing events suggests that native English speakers use satellite-framing far more 
often than verb framing to describe change of state events. In showing native English speakers 
simple videos and asking them to describe them, subjects were found to use satellite-framing 
73.27% of the time to describe change of state events (see Section 4.2.4 for more details).  
Though English has more verb-framed patterns available to it to express change of state 
events than motion events, I argue that this is because change of state events have more overall 
expressions than motion events, which is reflected in the fact that English also has more satellite-
framed expressions for expressions of change of state events than motion events. Furthermore, as 
Ono (2004) and my own results (see Section 4.2.4) indicate, the presence of more verb-framing 
possibilities does not necessarily have a strong influence on English native speakers’ framing 









tendencies, as they still tend to lean towards satellite-framing for change of state events, as well 
as motion events. Since Talmy’s (1985) typology is not just one of available framing patterns, 
but also of framing tendencies, I can safely say based on the above evidence that English can be 
considered a satellite-framed language for not just motion events, but for change of state events 
as well.  
 
4.1.3 Framing Change of State in Japanese 
 
As discussed in Section 3.2.2, Japanese is generally considered to be a verb-framed language 
(Beavers et al. 2010, Imbert 2012, Ohara 2007, etc.). However, most of the work done in proving 
Japanese to be a verb-framed language has been done within the scope of motion events. Thus, in 
this section I will demonstrate that Japanese should also be considered a verb-framed language in 
how it encodes change of state events. Since it is a verb-framed language as far as motion events 
are concerned (see Section 3.2.2), I will start my arguments under the assumption that it is verb-
framed for change of state events as well. 
First let us look at the types of change of state expressions that are available in Japanese. Just 
as with motion event expressions, “path” verbs are abundant and widely used, and thus in change 
of state expressions in Japanese, the occurrence of change is often encoded onto the main verb. 
While there is a large number of occurrence of change verbs available in Japanese, as I 
mentioned in the last section, part of this is due to the fact that there are many more “paths” in 
change of state events than in motion events and thus it would be fruitless to try to list them all. 
Rather, let us suffice it to say that just as in motion events, Japanese has a ready supply of verbs 
that will allow for verb-framing patterns, and instead focus on what, if any, satellite- or 
equipollently-framed patterns Japanese has available to it for encoding change of state events. 
(36), below, shows us that Japanese does indeed allow for not only verb-framing, but also 








(36) a. Taro-ga           hi-o            keshita.  
     Taro-Nom   fire-Acc    extinguished 
    “Taro extinguished the fire.” 
 b. Taro-ga     kaminoke-o   kuroku   someta.  
     Taro-Nom    hair-Acc      black     dyed 
    “Taro dyed (his) hair black.” 
 c. Taro-ga          Jiro-o      oshitaoshita.  
     Taro-Nom   Jiro-Acc    push.toppled 
    “Taro pushed Jiro over.” 
 
(36a) shows an example of verb-framing in Japanese. It is considered to be so because the 
occurrence of the change from the fire existing to no longer being there is encoded in the main-
verb kesu (extinguish). As mentioned above, Japanese provides a number of occurrence of 
change verbs to allow for this type of pattern to be used frequently. (36b) provides a very 
difficult classification problem. It would appear that the occurrence of change (Taro’s hair 
becoming black) is encoded outside of the verb in the adjective kuro (black), but the main verb 
someru (dyed) also indicates occurrence of change, inherently including the information that the 
color has been changed. Thus, it is difficult to say whether or not (36b) is truly an example of 
satellite-framing, especially since this sentence becomes ungrammatical if the main verb is 
changed to one that expresses other information such as the manner/cause of the change. 
However, for the time being, I will call (36b) a satellite-framed expression and delve into the 
constraints and classifications of these types of phrases in Japanese change of state events below. 
Finally, (36c) exhibits a compound verb that expresses both the occurrence of change and the 
manner/cause of change. Thus, (36c) is considered to be an example of an equipollently-framed 
Japanese change of state event expression.  
Let us now return to the difficulty that arises in categorizing Japanese change of state event 
expressions that appear to be satellite-framed, such as those in (36b). As mentioned above, such 
expressions can be considered to be satellite-framed, but they have the very limiting constriction 
that these patterns in Japanese change of state expressions are only allowed with particular verbs. 





(37) a. *Taro-ga      hako-o      taira-ni        funda. 
      Taro-Nom  box-Acc    flat-Dat      stepped 
    “Taro stomped the box flat.” 
 b. *Taro-ga         me-o    akaku  naita.  
     Taro-Nom   eyes-Acc   red    cried 
    “Taro cried (his) eyes red.” 
 c. Taro-ga       shatsu-o        kirei-ni         aratta. 
     Taro-Nom   shirt-Acc      clean-Dat     washed 
    “Taro washed the shirt clean.” 
 d. Taro-ga         kabe-o    midori-ni    nutta.  
     Taro-Nom   wall-Acc  green-dat   painted 
    “Taro painted the wall green.” 
 
Washio (1997) tried to explain the differences in sentences such as those in (37 a, b) and those 
in (37 c, d) and why (37 c, d) are allowed in Japanese but (37 a, b) are not. He came up with the 
idea that sentences such as (37 a, b) are what he calls strong resultatives and (37 c, d) are what he 
calls weak resultatives. He goes on to say that the difference between these two types of 
sentences is that the meanings of the adjectives or other such satellites are completely 
independent from the verb in strong resultatives, but not in weak resultatives. In other words, in 
what Washio (1997) calls weak resultatives, the occurrence of change may be encoded outside of 
the main verb, but that same meaning is also inherently included in the verb itself as well. For 
example, in (37c), we know that the shirt became clean because of the adjective phrase kirei-ni 
(clean), but we also know that the shirt has become clean because that is the inherent change 
brought about by the verb arau (wash). Thus, the only reason that a sentence like (37c) is 
allowed in Japanese is because becoming clean is the only natural result of the verb arau, and it 
follows that other adjectives other than kirei-ni could not combine in this manner to make an 
acceptable Japanese sentence (e.g. *Taro-ga shatsu-o kitanaku aratta: Taro washed the shirt 
dirty, *Taro-ga shatsu-o midori-ni aratta: Taro washed the shirt green). Similarly, in (37d), the 
main verb nuru (paint) has the meaning of to change color included in it, and thus allows 
adjectives of color in the construction shown, but disallows all other adjectives (e.g. Taro-ga 
kabe-o pinku-ni nutta: Taro painted the wall pink, *Taro-ga kabe-o boroboro-ni nutta: Taro 
painted the wall ragged). In contrast, the change of state indicated by an adjective phrase or 
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prepositional phrase in a strong resultative cannot be inferred from the meaning of the verb. For 
example, in (37a), the verb fumu (step/stomp) does not have any sort of inherent connection to 
something becoming flat (taira-ni), nor does naku (cry) in (37b) have any meaning that would 
necessarily lead us to think of becoming red (akaku).   
As (37 a-d) shows, Japanese allows for weak resultative sentences, but not strong resultative 
sentences. This has a large influence on Japanese’s ability to create satellite-framed change of 
state event descriptions; though Japanese can create some seemingly satellite-framed 
construction, it can only do so when the meaning of the satellite is also somehow inherently 
included in the main verb of the sentence. This put a huge limitation on satellite-framing in 
change of state event expressions in Japanese, especially when compared with English and 
Chinese, which do not exhibit such constrictions. 
There is also one more peculiarity involving supposed Japanese satellite-framed change of 
state constructions, which makes them difficult to categorize, as mentioned above. Ono (2009) 
points out that in Japanese, the adjective –ku ending or –ni ending (depending on adjective type) 
is morphologically indistinguishable from adverbs. In other words, it is nearly impossible to tell 
whether the adjectives that arise in Japanese satellite-framed change of state expressions are truly 
adjectives that are acting as satellites, or merely adverbs that are modifying the verb of the 
sentence. For example, in (38a), below, we do not actually know if kataku (tight) is actually 
referring to the end state that has come as a result of the verb musubu (to tie), or if it is merely 
describing how the action of musubu (tying) occurred. Comparatively, English makes for a clear 
difference in its adjectives and adverbs, and thus we know that (38b) is a satellite-framed 
construction in which tight refers to the end state of the shoelaces because of the action of the 
verb tie, whereas (38c) is not a change of state event, and merely refers to how he tied his 
shoelaces – tightly.  
 
(38) a. Kare-wa   kutsuhimo-o   kataku   musunda. 
     He-Top   shoelaces-Acc   tight         tied 
 b. He tied his shoelaces tight. 
 c. He tied his shoelaces tightly. 
 
Though I have expressed how it is unclear whether or not Japanese constructions such as 
those found in (38a) are truly satellite-framed with an adjective acting as the satellite, the same 
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problem does not occur when other words are combined with the particle ni to compose the 
satellite. For example, in (39 a, b), below, it is clear that these are satellite-framed constructions 
because in (39a), the result of the main verb kitta (cut) is clearly expressed in the satellite yotsu-
ni (into 4 pieces), and the result of the main verb waketa (broke/split) in (39b) is expressed in 
hanbun-ni (in half). Neither becoming “four pieces”, nor “in half”, is necessarily included in 
these verbs, and thus they are considered to be satellite-framed expressions.  
 
(39) a. Taro-ga          meron-o    yottsu-ni       kitta.  
      Taro-Nom  melon-Acc   four-Dat     cut 
    “Taro cut the melon into four (pieces).” 
 b. Taro-ga           pan-o      hanbun-ni    waketa.  
      Taro-Nom  bread-Acc    half-Dat      broke 
    “Taro broke the bread in half.” 
 
It should be mentioned however, that expressions such as (39 a, b) are still subject to the 
restraint that they can only occur in what Washio (1997) would consider weak resultatives. Thus, 
while the verbs in (39 a, b) do not necessarily include any meaning of “into four pieces” or “in 
half”, they do imply that some sort of division is at least possible. It follows that Japanese does 
not allow these types of expressions when the verb has absolutely no inherent connection to the 
result, such as in (40 c, d), where the verb tsubushita (crush) has no indication of a result that 
something would become flour, and ketta (kick) has no inherent meaning of becoming “in half”. 
Meanwhile, analogous expressions in English are completely acceptable, as indicated by (40 a, 
b).  
 
(40) a. John crushed the wheat into flour. 
 b. John kicked the stick in half. 
 c. *John-wa   komugiko-o   kona-ni    tsubushita.  
      John-Top    wheat-Acc    flour-Dat    crushed 
 d. *John-wa      bō-o     hanbun-ni       ketta.  
      John-Top  stick-Acc   half-Dat      kicked 
 
Thus, the satellite-framed change of state expressions in Japanese are heavily restricted. I 
 
117 
would now like to turn attention to the equipollently-framed change of state constructions 
available in Japanese.  
Just as with motion events, Japanese allows for equipollently-framed expressions in change of 
state events through the use of compound verbs. However, as described in detail in Section 3.2.2, 
there are a number of restrictions on the types of compound verbs that can be created in 
Japanese, and not all of these restrictions can yet be explained (Kageyama 1999, Yoneyama 
1986, etc.). Thus, Japanese equipollently-framed change of state expressions suffer from the 
same types of limitations that its equipollently-framed motion expressions do. However, it 
should be mentioned that the “Transitivity Harmony Principle” (Kageyama 1993), which affects 
the creation of all Japanese compound verbs, has a greater effect on the equipollent-framing of 
change of state events than it does on motion events.  
Kageyama (1993) says that one way in which Japanese compound verbs are restricted is by 
the Transitivity Harmony Principle, which is summed up below.  
 
“As a rule, lexically compound verbs in Japanese can only be formed between between either 
two verbs that do not have external arguments (non-transitive verbs) or between two verbs that 
do have external arguments (transitive verbs and non-ergative verbs).”  
From Shin & Mochizuki, p412 (English translation by the author) 
 
The reason that the Transitivity Harmony Principle affects equipollently-framed expressions 
in change of state events more than in motion events is that there are very few motion verbs that 
are transitive or non-ergative, and thus many verbs of motion can be combined to form 
compound verbs, whereas there are many non-transitive, transitive and non-ergative verbs that 
naturally come up in change of state event descriptions. Thus, equipollently-framed change of 
state expressions in Japanese run into problems in situations such as in (41b), where a door has 
been pushed and as a result has been opened. However, this is not always a problem when the 
transitive properties of both verbs match such as in (41a). Thus, in change of state event 
descriptions in Japanese, if the transitivity of the two actions involved (the occurrence of change 
and the manner/cause of change) do not match, equipollent-framing can not be used. Such a 
restriction is potentially very limiting in the scope of change of state events, and thus Japanese 




(41) a. Kaze-wa      rōsoku-o       fukikeshita.  
    Wind-Top   candle-Acc   blow.extinguish 
    “The wind blew the candle out.” 
 b. *Doa-wa       oshiaita.  
       Door-Top   push.open 
     “The door (was) pushed (and) opened.” 
 
Finally, as mentioned in other sections, to determine to which type a language belongs, it is 
important to look at the frequency with which framing patterns are used. Thus, in determining 
where Japanese falls in terms of change of state event expressions, it is also important to look at 
native speakers’ framing tendencies. Unfortunately, just as with English, there is very little 
research on Japanese speakers’ framing tendencies for change of state expressions, but we can 
once again turn to Ono (2004), as we did in the last section.  
As explained in Section 4.1.2, Ono (2004) looked at novels written in Japanese and their 
English translations as well as novels written in English and their Japanese translations. He 
found that for both motion events and change of state events Japanese novels made use of verb-
framing much more frequently than other framing patterns. His results are repeated in Figure 17, 
below.  
 
Figure 17 Event framing in Japanese 
 
Ono (2004): p.23 









My own experiments on Japanese native speakers’ descriptions of videos depicting change of 
state events also showed that Japanese speakers tend to use verb-framing more often than other 
framing types (68.39% verb-framing usage: see Section 4.2.4 for details). These results are 
congruent with Ono (2004) and suggest that the most common framing pattern in Japanese 
change of state event expressions is verb-framing.  
The evidence presented in this section shows that Japanese should be considered a verb-
framed language for change of state events. Though Japanese does have some satellite- and 
equipollently-framed patterns available to it for encoding change of state, I have shown that 
these expressions have a number of limitations placed upon them. Furthermore, I was able to 
present evidence showing that verb-framing is the most common pattern used in Japanese to 
describe change of state events. Based on this evidence, Japanese should be considered a verb-
framed language not just for motion events, but also for change of state events.  
 
4.1.4 Framing Change of State in Chinese 
 
As discussed in detail in Section 3.2.3, Talmy (1985) considers Chinese to be a satellite-
framed language, but Slobin (2004) proposed that Chinese belonged to a different, new type, 
equipollently-framed languages. In Section 3.2.3, I also found Chinese better classified as an 
equipollently-framed language as far as motion evens are concerned. However, there has still not 
been any research as to what language class Chinese belongs when it comes to change of state 
events. Thus, in this section I seek to show that Chinese is an equipollently-framed language for 
change of state events, and since I found it to be one for motion events, I will start under the 
assumption that it will be.  
While there has not been any research as to whether or not Chinese should be considered an 
equipollently-framed language when it comes to change of state events, there has been much 
research on Chinese result structures. For example, Tai (2003) observed that Chinese focuses on 
the result more in resultative phrases than other languages considered to be satellite-framed, such 
as English, which hints that there may indeed be differences in the change of state expressions of 
Chinese and satellite-framed languages. Though resultative phrases and change of state events 
are not entirely the same, they are quite congruent, which leads me to believe that if there are 
differences in the resultative phrases of Chinese and English, there will be differences in their 
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change of state events as well. 
In order to look at the classification of Chinese change of state events, let us first look at the 
expressions available in Chinese to encode change of state. According to Shin & Mochizuki 
(2009), Chinese allows a much wider range of change of state expressions than either English or 
Japanese. While Japanese may also allow verb-framing, satellite-framing and equipollent-
framing, Chinese does as well, but is not as limited in its expressions. First, let us look at 
examples of satellite framing in Chinese in (42 a, b), below, and compare it to equipollently-
framed expressions (42 c) and satellite-framed expressions in English (42 d). 
 
(42) a. Yòng  shuāzi      xǐ      nuǎnhú,  xǐdí   hěn     gān jìng.  
   use    brush    clean      pot       rinse  very     clean 
   “He used the brush to clean the pot, rinsing it very clean.” 
 b. Tā   ba     pingguǒ   qiē     chéng      liǎng    bàn  
  He  BA     apple      cut   achieved    two    halves 
   “He cut the apple into two halves.” 
 c. Tā      tī       kāi      mén     le. 
     He   kick   open    door   PFV 
    “He kicked the door open.” 
 d. He kicked the door (open/in). 
 e. Tā      tī        mén  
     He    kick    door. 
    “He kicked the door.” 
 f. Tā      kāi      mén     
     He   open    door 
    “He opened the door.” 
 g. He kicked the door. 
 h. He (*in/*open/opened) the door. 
 i. *Tā    gān jìng     nuǎnhú.
14
 
      He      clean         pot 
 j. *Tā   liǎng    bàn       pingguǒ       
     He    two    halves     apple 
                                                 
14
 While gān can be used in a verb form to mean clean, it is used as an adjective in (42a) and (42i), making it not 




Since there are many serial verbs in Chinese expressions, words like kai (open), which can be 
used as either an adjective or a verb sometimes make it difficult to tell if a particular expression 
is equipollently-framed (with two equal verbs encoding both the occurrence of change and the 
manner/cause of change) or satellite-framed (with the main verb encoding the manner/cause of 
change and an adjective acting as a satellite to encode the occurrence of change), and Talmy 
(1985) himself originally argued that Chinese was satellite-framed. However, there are clear 
differences in the satellite-framed expressions in (42 a, b, d) and the equipollently-framed 
expression shown in (42 c). The difference comes in the fact that, much like with motion 
expressions, the equipollently framed expressions in Chinese, such as in (42c), consist of two 
verbs that can stand alone as the main verb to a sentence on their own. This is shown in (42 e, f) 
where the verbs tī (kick) and kāi (open) function as the main verbs in their respective sentences. 
In contrast, (42 a, b) are clearly satellite-framed because the parts that express the change of state 
- gānjìng (clean) in (42 a) and liǎng bàn (two halves) in (42 b) - cannot stand alone as main 
verbs in a sentence, as shown in (42 i) and (42 j), respectively. This is the same as with satellite-
framed expressions in English, such as the one shown in (42 d). Though open can also be a verb 
in English, it is in its adjective form in (42d), and as (42 h) shows, it cannot stand alone as the 
main verb without changing to its verb form. Similarly, (42 d) and (42 h) also illustrate that while 
in can express the final state of the door in English, it cannot stand on its own as the main verb of 
a sentence, contrary to kick, as shown in (42 g). Thus, for change-of-state expressions, Chinese 
does allow for satellite-framing as well as equipollently-framing, but the differences in these 
expressions are made clear by looking at whether or not both the word indicating the change and 
the word indicating the manner/cause are encoded on verbs that can stand alone as the head verb 
to a sentence (implying that they are grammatically equivalent forms). 
 Though satellite-framing is available in Chinese change of state expressions, as shown in (42) 
above, and doesn’t appear to have any major limitations on its use, the bodies of research on 
Chinese resultative phrases suggest that equipollent-framing is much more commonly used to 
encode change of state (Shin & Mochizuki 2009, Tai 2003, Li 1990, etc.). Furthermore, Chinese 
equipollently-framed change of state patterns are able to be used in a much wider range of 
situations than English satellite-framing or Japanese equipollent-framing, as indicated by (43a-





(43) a. Tā      chīnì       le        hǎo      dōngxi.  
  He   eat.tire   PFV     good      things. 
b. Kare-wa    oishii         mono-o      tabeakita. 
    He-Top   delicious   things-Acc      eat.tire 
 c. He ate good food {*tired/*himself tired/*to tired}. 
 d. He was tired from eating too much good food. 
 e. Wángzǐ  zhōng yú   ba      chénshuì   zhōng   de     gōngzhǔ  wěnxǐng      le    guòlái.  
  Prince      at last     BA    deep-sleep   mid    P.M.  princess   kiss.wake  PFV   come  
     The prince finally kissed the princess awake. 
f. *Ōji-wa      nemutteiru      hime-o        kisu-shi-okoshita. 
     Prince-Top  sleeping   princess-Acc        kiss.wake 
 g. Tāmen  ba        huā               pōtā            le.  
  They   BA    flower(s)   water.collapse   PFV  
     They watered the flowers, causing them to collapse (from the watering). 
h. *Kare-wa      hana-o         abisekuzushita. 
      He-Top   flowers-Acc      water.collapse 
(a-d from Li 1990: 137; e & g from Shin & Mochizuki 2009: 439) 
 
(43a) is allowed in Chinese, as is its Japanese translation and counterpart, (43b). However, the 
equivalent English expressions shown in (43c) are not. Shin & Mochizuki (2009) claim that this 
is because Chinese and Japanese are “Patient-Oriented” languages, while English is an “Agent-
Oriented” language. In agent-oriented languages, decausitivization does not occur, and thus, in 
such languages the object in a subject-predicate structure cannot play the role of the subject in 
the resultative predicate. Therefore, English satellite-framed patterns are restricted in that object 
of the sentence cannot also be the agent of the change that has occurred. To express this in 
English, a separate clause must be used such as in (43d). However, Chinese and Japanese do not 
exhibit such a restriction in their equipollently-framed patterns, as shown in (43a) and (43b). 
Thus, it would appear that satellite-framed expressions, such as those found in English are 
indeed different from equipollently-framed expressions, such as those found in Chinese and 
Japanese, which is evidence that Chinese may not be a satellite-framed language in terms of 
change of state events as Talmy (1985) suggested. 
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It should also be pointed out though (as it was in Sections 4.1.3 and 3.2.2), that Japanese only 
allows a small number of verbs to be combined into compound verbs to make equipollently-
framed expressions. This is why (43b) is allowed, but (43h) fails. Chinese however, does not 
seem to have the same type of limitation in its equipollent-framing patterns, and can encode 
many different expressions this way, as evidenced by (43 a, e, g). Thus, Chinese equipollent-
framing is very derivative, whereas Japanese equipollent-framing is not.  
It should be mentioned that though the equipollently-framed patterns of change of state 
expression in Chinese are relatively unbridled, they are not without their limitations. For 
example, Shin & Mochizuki (2009) state that when the first verb (V1) in a Chinese serial verb 
construction is a verb of specific manner/means of change, then decausitivization does not occur, 
and untransitive sentences become ungrammatical. For example, in (44a), below, the V2 in the 
serial verb construction is the transitive verb kai (open), and thus, it can take verbs that show 
highly detailed manners of change like tui (push) or ones that don’t, such as da (hit), as its V1. 
However, in untransitive sentences like (44b), only da (hit) can be taken as the V1, as it does not 
show a specific manner of change, and tui (push) is disallowed.   
 
(44) a. Tā     {tuī   / dǎ}    kāi      le      nà      shàn      mén.  
  He     push / hit   open   PFV   that   CNTR    door 
   He pushed/hit open the door. 
 b. Nà      shàn     mén  {*tuī   /  dǎ}   kāi       le.  
  That  CNTR  door     push /  hit   open    PFV 
     That door was *pushed / hit open. 
(Shin & Mochizuki 2009: 435) 
 
Finally, Chinese also allows verb-framed expressions to describe change of state events. Just 
as with motion events, since Chinese often employs serial verbs for equipollent-framing, it 
follows that Chinese can leave off one of the verbs in change of state event descriptions and be 
left with a simple verb-framed expression. I give (45 a, b), below, as examples. Since the change 
of state is all encoded onto a single verb, these patterns are considered verb-framed. Also, just as 
with Chinese motion events and Japanese change of state events, there don’t appear to be any 





(45) a. Tā    kāi      le       nà     shàn     mén.  
  He  open  PFV   that   CNTR   door. 
     He opened the door. 
 b. Tā     chí         ling dài.  
  He  loosen      neck-tie  
     He loosens his necktie. 
 
Thus, Chinese seems to show the widest range of available lexical resources for encoding 
change of state events of the three languages looked at in this study. Most of its verb-, satellite-, 
and equipollent-framing patterns do not seem to have many restrictions placed on them, and thus 
a variety of expressions can be made to describe change of state events in Chinese. However, to 
get an accurate view of what type of language it should be considered as far as change of state 
events is concerned, it is important to look at the frequency with which these various patterns are 
used in natural Chinese (as argued in previous sections).  
Unfortunately, there has been no previous research into the framing tendencies of Chinese 
change of state events, such as with Ono (2004) for English and Japanese. However, my own 
research did look at how native speakers of Chinese described short videos depicting change of 
state events (see Section 4.2.4 for details). My experiment indicated that out of all of the framing 
choices available to them, Chinese native speakers used equipollent-framing to describe the 
changes of state 60.53% of the time, followed by verb-framing 20.40% of the time, and satellite-
framing 19.07% of the time. Though there are no other studies to compare these results to, it 
would appear that Chinese speakers prefer equipollent-framing for not just motion events, but 
also for change of state events.  
Thus, from the previous research into the types of change of state framing patterns available 
in Chinese and the differences between it and other satellite-framed languages as well as the 
(lack of) limitations placed on the various framing patterns, as well as the report on the 
frequencies with which these framing styles are naturally used in Chinese, I can conclude that 
Chinese is best classified as an equipollently-framed language for not just motion events, but 








In Section 4.1, I introduced the types of framing patterns that are available, and those that are 
commonly used in change of event expressions in English, Japanese and Chinese. These results 
are summarized in Table 16, below. Based on the evidence presented in this section, I have 
concluded that for change of state events, English is a satellite-framed language, Japanese is a 
verb-framed language, and Chinese is an equipollently-framed language. Though this is the same 
conclusion I reached in Section 3.2 for motion events, since the types of expressions that are 
available in each language for change of state events are different, I felt it necessary to argue that 
each language belonged in each respective category for change of state events as well.  
 
Table 16 Characteristics of English, Japanese and Chinese change of state events 
expressions 
 Satellite-framing Equipollent-framing Verb-framing 





Not frequently used 







Not frequently used 
Allowed* 





As Table 16 shows, both Chinese and Japanese have all framing patterns available, whereas 
English does not allow equipollent-framing. However, though Japanese allows both satellite- and 
equipollent-framing, these expressions are highly restricted. There is also a difference in English 
and Chinese in that, the satellite-framed expressions in English are agent oriented whereas 
similar expressions are patient oriented in Chinese (and Japanese). Finally, in looking at the 
frequencies with which these expressions are used, Table 16 shows that English speakers 
primarily use satellite-framing, Chinese speakers primarily use equipollent-framing and Japanese 
speakers primarily use verb-framing.  
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From the conclusions that I drew in this section and summarized in Table 16, I was able to 
classify English, Japanese and Chinese as satellite-framed, verb-framed and equipollently-
framed, respectively. Based on this, I was then able to continue to my research into the second 
language acquisition of change of state event framing by speakers who are learning a language of 
a type different from their own, by looking at how Chinese and Japanese speakers acquired 
English change of state framing patterns.  
 
4.2 Experimentation and Results 
 
4.2.1 Language Comprehension Experiment Methodology 
 
In order to see the effects that language type, as argued in Section 4.1, has on the acquisition 
of second language change of state event framing, I first conducted a language comprehension 
experiment, modeled loosely after Inagaki (2001, 2002). I showed 14 short videos to 
participants, and presented them with 5 English sentences for each video. I then asked 
participants to rate the accuracy of the English sentences on a scale of 1 to 5. If participants 
considered a sentence to be correct (grammatically and semantically i.e.: they properly described 
the video), they were asked to give the sentence a score of 5, and if the sentence was completely 
incorrect, they were asked to give it a score of 1. From the 14 videos shown, 7 were complete 
dummy questions, and 7 had at least one sentence from which data was collected. Each video 
contained at least one sentence that was a dummy. The videos and sentences that were used to 
collect data are shown below, along with the framing pattern I considered each sentence to be 













i. He halved the paper. (verb-framing; no manner)  
ii. He ripped the paper in two. (satellite-framing – prepositional phrase; manner verb)  
iii. He ripped the paper in half. (satellite-framing – prepositional phrase; manner verb) 
2.  
 
i. She kicked the door in. (satellite-framing – particle; manner verb)  
ii. She kicked the door open. (satellite-framing – adjective; manner verb)  
iii. She opened the door with a kick. (verb-framing; manner in adjunct) 
iv. She opened the door. (verb-framing; no manner) 
3.  
 
i. He removed the flour. (verb-framing; no manner)  
ii. He removed the flour by brushing it. (verb-framing; manner in adjunct)  






i. She shook him awake. (satellite-framing – adjective; manner verb)  
ii. She woke him up. (satellite-framing – particle)  
iii. She awoke him with a shake. (verb-framing; manner in adjunct)  
iv. She awoke him by shaking. (verb-framing; manner in adjunct) 
5.  
 
i. She cut the skirt short. (satellite-framing – adjective; manner verb)  
ii. She shortened the skirt. (verb-framing; no manner)  
iii. She shortened the skirt by cutting it. (verb-framing; manner in adjunct)  
iv. She cut the skirt in two. (satellite-framing – prepositional phrase; manner verb) 
6.  
 
i. He pulled his tie loose. (satellite-framing – adjective; manner verb)  
ii. He loosened his tie with a pull. (verb-framing; manner in adjunct)  
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iii. He loosened his tie. (verb-framing; no manner) 
7.  
 
i. He scrubbed the pot clean. (satellite-framing – adjective; manner verb)  
ii. He cleaned the pot. (verb-framing; no manner) 
 
In total, the participants were asked to judge 12 verb-framed sentences (6 with no 
manner/cause of change encoded, and 6 with the manner/cause encoded in an adjunct), and 11 
satellite-framed sentences (3 with prepositional phrases, 3 with particles and 5 with adjectives – 
all with manner/cause encoded on the main verb).  
For the language comprehension experiment, I gathered three groups of participants: Chinese 
learners of English, Japanese learners of English, and native English speakers. English learners 
in this experiment all lived in their respective home countries and had not spent more than one 
week outside their home country. The Chinese learners of English were all first year college 
students in the English department at Zhongnan University of Economics and Law. The Japanese 
learners of English were all first year college students in the English department at Tohoku 
Gakuin University. The native English speakers were all students at the University of North 
Carolina, but were from various grade levels. 
I checked the English levels of the English learners to make sure they were all about the same 
level using a 3000 word level English vocabulary test provided by JACET (The Japan 
Association of College English Teachers). I had all learners perform this test directly after the 
experiment, which was attached to the experiment answer sheet. A one-way ANOVA test showed 
that there was no significant difference in the English vocabulary of the Chinese and Japanese 
learners in this experiment (F[1, 50] = 1.045, p=0.312), suggesting that their English levels were 
around the same and that at the very least, any difference in their framing acquisition could not 
be accounted for by a gap in knowledge of English vocabulary. The data for the participants in 




Table 17 Language comprehension experiment participant data 
 Chinese learners Japanese learners English native speakers 















*SD = Standard Deviation 
 
Data on how participants judged the varying sentences was collected, averaged, and 
statistically analyzed. All checks for statistical significance were performed with one-way 
ANOVA tests, unless otherwise specified.  
 
4.2.2 Language Comprehension Experiment Results 
 
I conducted my experiment on second language framing comprehension, as described in 
Section 4.2.1 and looked at how the various groups of participants judged some of these 
sentences. First, I looked at how participants judged verb-framed change of state expressions in 
English. Please recall from the last section that there were a total of 12 verb-framed expressions 
that participants were asked to judge – 6 which encoded the manner/cause of change in an 
adjunct, and 6 which did not encode the manner/cause of change at all. Also, participants were 
asked to judge the sentences on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being a perfectly acceptable sentence and 
1 being a grammatically/semantically unacceptable sentence. Figure 18, below, shows the results 










Figure 18 Participants’ judgments of verb-framed English change of state expressions 
 
 
As Figure 18 shows, there was not much difference in the three groups’ overall judgments of 
the verb-framed sentences in my experiment, and I was able to confirm that there was no 
statistically significant difference between the understanding of verb-framed expressions 
amongst Japanese learners of English, Chinese learners of English and native English speakers 
(F[2, 67] = 2.455, p=0.094). However, what is interesting to note is that though English native 
speakers gave higher scores to verb-framed expressions that did not encode the manner/cause of 
change than English learners, they gave much lower scores to verb-framed expressions that did 
include the manner/cause of change encoded in an adjunct.  
In looking at the verb-framed expressions that did not encode the manner/cause of change, 
both Japanese and Chinese learners performed about the same (with no significant difference; 
F[1, 50] = 0.000, p=0.991), and though English native speakers rated these sentences a little bit 
higher than the learners did, there was not a statistically significant difference between the 
groups (F[1, 44] = 3.62, p=0.064 between Japanese learners and English native speakers, F[2, 
42] =3.132, p=0.084 between Chinese learners and English native speakers). Thus, I can 
conclude that all learners were able to comprehend verb-framed expressions that do not encode 



















around the same degree as native English speakers.  
A much more meaningful difference was found between learners and native English speakers, 
however, in looking at the verb-framed expressions in which the manner/cause of change was 
encoded in an adjunct. Though there was no significant difference between the Chinese and 
Japanese learners’ judgments of these sentences (F[1, 50] = 1.691, p=0.2), there was very large 
difference between native English speakers and the learners (a difference of F[1, 44] = 18.956, 
p<0.001 was found between English speakers and Japanese learners, and a difference of F[1, 42] 
= 15.672, p<0.001 was found between English speakers and Chinese learners). What was most 
interesting was that this difference occurred because native speakers of English largely rejected 
verb-framed sentences in which the manner/cause of change was encoded in an adjunct, despite 
the fact that all of the sentences were in fact, grammatically acceptable. Thus, even though verb-
framing sentences with manner/cause of change encoded in an adjunct is technically available in 
English, as suggested by Talmy (1985, 2000b, etc.), many such expressions are rejected to at 
least some degree by native speakers of English. Meanwhile, learners did not notice anything 
strange about these sentences and marked them just as acceptably as verb-framed sentences 
without any manner/cause of change encoded.  
Next, I looked at the participants’ judgments of satellite-framed expressions to see if there 
were any differences in the comprehension of English satellite-framed change of state event 
descriptions. Please recall from the last section that there were a total of 11 satellite-framed 
expressions that participants were asked to judge – 3 which encoded the occurrence of change in 
a prepositional phrase, 3 which encoded it in a particle, and 5 which encoded it in an adjective. 
Once again, participants were asked to judge the sentences on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being a 
perfectly acceptable sentence and 1 being a grammatically/semantically unacceptable sentence. 












Figure 19 Participants’ judgments of satellite-framed English change of state expressions  
 
 
In comparing Figure 19 and Figure 18, it is clear that there is a much larger difference in the 
three groups’ comprehension of satellite-framed expressions than in their comprehension of 
verb-framed expressions. Though there were no significant differences found amongst any of the 
groups in their overall verb-framing expression judgments, significant differences were found 
amongst all three groups in their overall satellite-framing expression judgments, including a 
significant difference between Chinese and Japanese learners (F[1, 50] = 8.93, p=0.004) and 
between native English speakers and learners (F[1, 42] = 15.067, p<0.001 between native 
English speakers and Chinese learners, who were the higher of the two learner groups). Thus, 
there was no large difference in how the three groups looked at verb-framing (with the exception 
of when manner/cause was expressed in an adjunct), but there was a very large difference 
amongst all three in how they looked at satellite-framing.  
More differences can be found when the different types of satellite-framed phrases are 
observed. For example, though there are no significant differences between Japanese and 
Chinese learners in their judgments of satellite-framing with prepositional phrases or particles 
(F[1, 50] = 2.513, p=0.119 for prepositional phrases, and F[1, 50] =0.467, p=0.498 for particles), 





















expressions with adjectives than their Japanese counterparts (F[1, 50] = 8.492, p=0.005). 
Furthermore, there were significant differences between the judgments of English native 
speakers and all learners for satellite-framed expressions with prepositional phrases (F[1, 44] = 
32.063, p<0.001 between them and Japanese learners, and F[1, 42] = 21.569, p<0.001 between 
them and Chinese learners) and particles (F[1, 44] = 23.025, p<0.001 between them and 
Japanese learners, and F[1, 42] = 32.444, p<0.001 between them in Chinese learners), but there 
was no significant difference found between the judgments of English native speakers and 
Chinese learners for satellite-framed expressions with adjectives (F[1, 42] = 1.822, p=0.185), 
while there was a significant difference between native English speakers and Japanese learners 
(F[1, 44] = 28.907, p<0.001). Thus, the two groups of learners comprehended satellite-framed 
expressions in which the occurrence of change was encoded on a prepositional phrase or particle 
equally well, but neither group could comprehend them as well as native English speakers. 
However, Chinese learners showed a clear advantage over Japanese learners in their 
comprehension of satellite-framed expressions in which the occurrence of change was encoded 
on an adjective, reaching near English speaker levels. 
 
4.2.3 Language Production Experiment Methodology 
 
In order to look more closely at how the type of one’s first language affects the learning of a 
second language of a different type, I next looked at second language production. Just as with the 
language comprehension experiment described in Section 4.2.1, I used short videos, but this 
time, instead of giving the participants sentences to judge, I asked them to write a description of 
what happened in each video. Since participants would not necessarily note the change of state, I 
presented the videos in pairs – the first video not denoting any change as the result of an action, 
and the second video showing that the exact same action this time caused some sort of change. 
Participants were asked to write one sentence for each video (not one for each pair) and in doing 
this, most participants described the change of state that occurred in the second video of the pair. 
Though there was some overlap in the videos used in the production and comprehension 
experiments, not all videos were the same. In this experiment there were 9 video pairs from 
which data was taken, and 6 which were dummy questions. No sound or words were provided 




1. A boy cut an apple into two halves.  
 
2. A boy hit some boxes that were resting on a table, causing them to fall onto the floor.  
 
3. A fan was turned on, and it blew out a candle.  
 








5. A boy washed a pot, causing it to become clean.  
 
6. A boy stomped a box flat.  
 
7. A boy wiped flour off of a cutting board, into a sink.  
 








9. A boy pulled his necktie down, loosening it.  
 
 
As I mentioned in previous sections, I found it imperative that I collect native speaker data 
from Japanese and Chinese participants for the language production test, and thus I gathered 
native Chinese speakers who answered in Chinese (henceforth referred to as ‘native Chinese 
speakers’), native Japanese speakers who answered in Japanese (henceforth referred to as ‘native 
Japanese speakers’) as well as Chinese learners of English, Japanese learners of English and 
native speakers of English, whom I had respond in English. Thus, there were 5 groups of 
participants in my language production experiment. There was no overlap between participants 
used in this experiment and those used in the language comprehension experiment. Also, there 
was no overlap between participants in the native Chinese speaker group and the Chinese learner 
group, nor between the native Japanese speaker group and the Japanese learner group. However, 
learners were once again gathered from the same departments, and thus, the Chinese learners in 
this experiment were all first year college students in the English department at Zhongnan 
University of Economics and Law, and the Japanese learners of English were all first year 
college students in the English department at Tohoku Gakuin University. The native English 
speakers were all students of various grade levels at various universities in North Carolina, 
America 
As with the language comprehension experiment detailed in Section 4.2.1, I checked the 
English levels of the Chinese and Japanese learners with a 3000 word level English vocabulary 
test provided by JACET (The Japan Association of College English Teachers). I had all learners 
perform this test directly after the experiment, which was attached to the experiment answer 
sheet. I found that once again, there was no significant difference between the levels of the 
Chinese and Japanese learners, as verified by a one-way ANOVA test (F[1, 53] = 0.577, 
p=0.451). This allowed me to determine that any difference found in the framing patterns used 
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by learners was not due to a gap in English ability, or at least not due to a difference in the 
amount of vocabulary known by the learners. I also verified that none of the learners had spent 
more than one week abroad or had extra English lessons outside of school with a survey that was 
also attached to the answer sheet. The data for the participants in this experiment is summarized 
in Table 18, below.  
 


































N/A N/A N/A 
*SD = Standard Deviation 
 
I analyzed the framing patterns used by participants, as well as how they encoded the 
manner/cause of change and then performed statistical analyses on the averages. All checks for 
statistical significance were performed with one-way ANOVA tests, unless otherwise specified. 
 
4.2.4 Language Production Experiment Results 
 
In order to check the validity of my experiment and my assumptions in Section 4.1 that 
English speakers use mostly satellite-framing, Japanese speakers use mostly verb-framing and 
Chinese speakers use mostly equipollent-framing in change of state events, I took control data 
from native speakers of English, Japanese, and Chinese in their respective native languages. The 
results of the control data are displayed below, in Figure 20, which shows what framing patterns 
speakers from each group used to describe videos showing change of state events, as detailed in 




Figure 20 Framing patterns used by native speakers to describe change of state events 
 
 
As Figure 20 shows, within the confines of my experiment design, when describing change of 
state events, English native speakers tended to use satellite-framed expressions (73.27%) such as 
‘He brushed the flour off of the board’ and ‘He stomped the box flat’ although they did 
occasionally make verb-framed expressions such as ‘He loosened his tie’ and ‘He flattened the 
box’. Furthermore, Figure 20 shows that Japanese native speakers tended to use verb-framed 
expressions (60.53%) such as ‘Manaita-no ue-no komugiko-o otoshita’ ({He} removed the flour 
that was on the cutting board.) and ‘Kare-ga nekutai-o yurumeta’ (He loosened the necktie.), 
although they occasionally used satellite-framed expressions such as ‘Dansei-ga ringo-o 
hanbun-ni kitta’ (The boy cut the apple in half.) and equipollently-framed expresssions such as 
‘Danbōru-o fumi-tatanda’ ({He} stepped on folded the box). Finally, Figure 20 also shows that 
Chinese native speakers tended to use equipollently-framed expressions (68.39%) such as ‘nǚ-
shēng yòng jiǎo jiāng mén tī kāi’ (The girl used her leg and kicked/opened the door), although 
they did occasionally use verb-framed expressions such as ‘tùn ling-dà’ ({He} removed the 
necktie.) and satellite-framed expressions such as ‘Yòng shuāzi xǐ nuǎnhú, xǐdí hěn gān-jìng’ (He 
used the brush to clean the pot, rinsing it very clean). An ANOVA test revealed that there was 
indeed a significant difference amongst the three groups (F[2, 76] = 54.333, p<0.001). This helps 
to prove my earlier claims that in not only motion events, but also in change of state events 
















equipollent-framed language. It also shows that my experimental design is adequate for testing 
the effects of one’s first language on the learning of change of state event framing in a language 
of a different type.  
Based on the above assumptions, I move forward reporting on my second language framing 
acquisition experiment, and looked at how learners framed change of state events in English. 
First, I looked at the amount of satellite-framed expressions used by learners and compared it to 
native English speakers. I found that Japanese learners used satellite-framing about 15.16% of 
the time (in sentences such as ‘He washed a pan to clean’), while Chinese learners used satellite-
framing about 45.67% of the time (in sentences such as ‘The fan blowed the flame of a candle 
off’). These results are summarized in Figure 21, below.  
 
Figure 21 Amount of satellite-framing used by learners to describe change of state events 
 
 
Figure 21 shows that there is a large difference in the amount of satellite-framing used by the 
learners, with Japanese learners using very little satellite framing and Chinese learners using a 
much larger amount that is still much lower than that of native English speakers. ANOVA tests 
revealed that there were significant differences both between Chinese and Japanese learners (F[1, 
53] = 41.397, p<0.001) and between Chinese learners and native speakers of English (F[1, 76] = 
50.78, p<0.001). Thus, similar to motion events, Chinese leaners showed a tendency to be 
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Next, I looked at the usage of individual satellite-framing types. As explained in Section 4.1.2, 
English has three distinct satellite-framed patterns available for use in change of state events 
descriptions: {verb + particle}, {verb + prepositional phrase}, and {verb + adjective}. I looked at 
which of these types was most prevalent amongst learners and native English speakers to see if 
there were any particular patterns that were easier or more difficult for learners to use. I found 
that native English speakers use the three patterns almost equally (of all occurrences of satellite 
framing, {verb + prepositional phrase} was used 37.84%, {verb + particle} 32.3%, and {verb + 
adjective} 29.5%), whereas Chinese learners predominantly used patterns with the change 
encoded on prepositional phrase and particles (40.98% and 47.25% of the time, respectively, 
with adjective usage only being 11.67%), and Japanese learners almost exclusively used the 
{verb + particle} pattern (79.42%, versus using {verb + prepositional phrase} 13.26% and {verb 
+ adjective} only 7.32% of the time). These results are summed up in Figure 22, below.  
 
Figure 22 Amount of satellite-framing used by learners to describe change of state events 
(divided by satellite-framing pattern) 
 
 

















levels have learned the English satellite-framed pattern {verb + particle} to some degree. 
However, Chinese learners at the same level have also made great progress in acquiring the 
{verb + prepositional phrase} pattern, while their Japanese counterparts have not. This is further 
suggested by ANOVA tests that reveal that while there are no significant differences in the 
learner’s {verb + particle} pattern usages, there is a statistically significant difference between 
the {verb + prepositional phrase} pattern usage of Chinese and Japanese learners (F[1, 53] = 
11.635, p=0.001), but not between Chinese learners and native English speakers (F[1, 76] = 
1.325, p=0.253). Thus, it would appear that learners have become able to use the pattern {verb + 
particle} to describe change of state events in English, but only Chinese learners have become 
able to use the pattern {verb + prepositional phrase} to a degree that is similar to native speakers. 
Figure 22 also shows that, interestingly, Chinese learners did not exhibit signs of having acquired 
the English satellite-framed pattern {verb + adjective}. Not only was there practically no 
difference in the {verb + adjective} use between Japanese and Chinese learners, as evidenced by 
a lack of a significant difference (F[1, 53] = 1.13, p=0.293), but there was a large difference in 
the {verb + adjective} usage of English speakers and both groups of learners (F[1, 77] = 45.086, 
p<0.001 between Japanese learners and native English speakers, and F[1, 76] = 22.496, p<0.001 
between Chinese learners and native English speakers).  
Next, I decided to look at how the manner/cause of change was encoded by learners in 
English. Just as with motion events, the encoding of the co-event is just as important to look at, 
as pointed out in Chapter 3, because it reveals whether learners are truly acquiring new framing 
types, or simply replacing “path” verbs in their own native language with set phrases in a 
satellite-framed language such as phrasal verbs. Thus, I then calculated the number of times that 
learners encoded the manner/cause of change into the main verb (such as in a sentence like ‘The 
candle blew out’). Sentences, such as ‘The candle went out’, that are satellite-framed but use a 
bare verb and do not have the manner/cause of change encoded elsewhere (such as in an adjunct) 
were counted as sentences in which the manner/cause of change was not encoded. The amount 









Figure 23 Amount of satellite-framing used by learners to describe change of state events 
(divided by presence or absence of manner/cause of change verbs)  
 
 
As Figure 23 shows, Japanese learners were the least likely to use manner/cause verbs, at 
32.5%. Chinese learners used many more manner/cause verbs (64.3%), but not nearly as many as 
native English speakers, who used manner/cause verbs with almost every satellite-framed 
expression (96.01%). Furthermore, I found significant differences between both Japanese and 
Chinese learners (F[1, 53] = 41.397, p<0.001) and Chinese learners and native English speakers 
(F[1, 76] = 50.78, p<0001), indicating that while Chinese learners at mid-level have become 
more able to use manner/cause verbs in English satellite-framed change of state event 
expressions, they do not show enough usage yet to indicate that they have truly acquired this 
framing pattern.  
Finally, given the tendency displayed in the language comprehension experiment reported on 
in Section 4.2.2, I decided to look at how manner/cause of motion was expressed (or not 
expressed) in verb-framed change of state expressions by the learners. I found that most 
participants, regardless of group, did not encode the manner/cause of change when using verb-
framing in English, but some groups did use certain patterns more than others. Thus, I decided to 
look at the different ways in which learners and native English speakers expressed manner/cause 



















into three groups: expression by adjunction (i.e.: using words like with or by, e.g. ‘The candle 
was extinguished by the wind’ and ‘He flattened the box with his foot’), expression by 
conjunctions (i.e.: using words like and, or, or but, e.g. ‘The boy stepped on the box and 
flattened it’ and ‘The girl cut the skirt, then shortened it’), and expression by other means (there 
were hardly any cases of this, but some examples include ‘The boy stepped on the box in order to 
flatten it’ and ‘The boy pulled on the tie to make it loose’). The way that English learners and 
native English speakers expressed the manner/cause of change outside of the verb in verb-framed 
expressions is reported in Figure 27, below. 
 
Figure 27 Encoding of manner/cause of change in verb-framed change of state expressions 
 
 
As we already know from looking at the learners’ satellite-framing usage earlier and the fact 
that there are only two framing possibilities in English, Japanese learners used the most verb 
framing (84.1%), followed by Chinese learners (49.93%) and native English speakers (25.63%). 
Once again, there were significant differences found between each group regarding the amount 
of verb-framing that was used overall (F[1, 53] = 82.541, p<0.001 between Japanese and 



















speakers). I found that all three groups used conjunctions to encode the manner/cause of change 
in verb-framed expressions in English at about the same rate (Japanese learners: 14.94%, 
Chinese learners: 12.5%, native English speakers: 10.74%), which was confirmed by a lack of 
significant differences being found amongst any of the groups (F[1, 53] = 2.201, p=0.144 
between Japanese and Chinese learners, F[1,76] = 0.093, p=0.761 between Chinese learners and 
native English speakers, and F[1, 77] = 3.46, p=0.067 between Japanese learners and native 
English speakers). However, Chinese learners used adjunction to encode the manner/cause of 
change significantly more than Japanese learners (37.5% for Chinese learners versus 20.72% for 
Japanese learners, F[1, 53] = 8.544, p=0.005), and they used it far more than native English 
speakers (7.78%, which led to a significant difference of F[1, 77] = 4.00, p=0.049). Finally, I 
found that native English speakers were least likely to encode the manner/cause of change in 
verb-framed expressions at 73.3%, which was closely followed by Japanese learners at 61.74% 
and did not lead to a significant difference (F[1, 77] = 2.281, p=0.135). However, Chinese 
learners were the least likely to not encode the manner/cause of change in verb-framed 
expressions (41.03%), which led to significant differences between them and the Japanese 
learners (F[1, 53] = 5.453, p=0.024), as well as between them and the native English speakers 
(F[1, 76] = 17.072, p<0.001). Statistical analysis of other ways of encoding manner/cause of 
change in verb-framed expressions was not performed, as the number of times that this occurred 




In conducting the language comprehension and language production experiments described in 
Section 4.2, I was able to observe the second language framing acquisition of change of state 
events of Japanese and Chinese learners of English. This will give valuable insight into the 
acquisition patterns of native speakers of verb- and equipollently-framed languages when they 
learn a satellite-framed language. The major findings from these experiments and their 
explanations are outlined below. 
 
i. The framing type of one’s first language has different effects on second language 




In comparing the results of the language comprehension experiment, outlined in Section 4.2.2, 
and the language production experiment, outlined in Section 4.2.4, it is apparent that Chinese 
and Japanese learners acquire English change of state framing patterns in different ways. 
However, in looking at these sections, one can also see that the acquisition of language 
comprehension and language production by these learners is also different. Specifically, in the 
language comprehension experiment, there was no gap as to how well the Chinese and Japanese 
learners performed with regards to the {verb + particle} and {verb + prepositional phrase} 
satellite-framed patterns, but Chinese learners did much better than Japanese learners at 
comprehending the {verb + adjective} pattern, to a point that there was no major difference in 
their scores and the scores of native English speakers. This was expected though, as Chinese 
allows for {verb + adjective} patterns to describe change of state events as well, and thus, 
learners could easily transfer this over from their L1. However, in looking at the results of the 
language production experiment, one should note that the Chinese speakers hardly used the 
{verb + adjective} pattern at all. Rather, Chinese learners in the language production experiment 
tended to use the {verb + particle} and {verb + prepositional phrase} patterns predominantly. 
This result was rather unexpected, given the existence of the same pattern in Chinese and the fact 
that Chinese learners did well with this pattern in the language comprehension experiment. I 
offer that the reason for the Chinese learners’ difference in ability in the production and 
comprehension experiments occurred because the existence of similar linguistic resources in 
one’s L1 transfers over and influences second language comprehension more than it does second 
language production. In other words, the effects of Chinese speaker’s L1 on their second 
language comprehension was due to simple transfer of linguistic elements into the L2, and not 
due to a transfer of their first language’s framing tendencies, while the effects of their L1 on their 
second language production was due to influence from their first language’s framing, as it can 
not be explained by simple transfer of linguistic elements from the L1. 
I offer that the influence of the learners’ L1 was different on their second language production 
than on their second language comprehension because language production and language 
comprehension are two very different skills (Trieman et al. 2003, etc.). Language comprehension 
is a passive skill in which a person instantaneously accesses their lexicon in an attempt to get 
meaning. On the other hand, language production is an active skill in which a person transfers 
conceptual structures into words and lexical items (Trieman et al. 2003). Since language 
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comprehension is a passive skill of attaining meaning, when a learner is encountered with second 
language lexical items or patterns, it would be easy for them to obtain meaning from them 
immediately if there are similar lexical items or patterns in their first language lexicon. Thus, a 
learner’s second language comprehension is likely to be affected more readily by transfer from 
the lexical resources that are available in their L1, as there is no need for active skill, and thus no 
need to go so far as to frame an event conceptually. Meanwhile, since language production is an 
active skill that does require changing conceptual structures into language, it is more likely that a 
learner’s second language production will be affected not just by what resources are available in 
their L1, but by the entire framing of their L1, as they have to put their conceptualizations, which 
are affected cognitively at the L1 level (as argued in Chapter 2 and suggested by Soroli & 
Hickmann 2010), into a second language. Thus, in second language comprehension, learners can 
simply and passively try to glean meaning from what the second language input and thus quickly 
make relations to similar patterns in their L1, causing transfer of lexical resources from the L1 to 
have a larger effect on it, whereas in second language production, learners must first 
conceptualize events, which is affected by one’s L1 type, and then attempt to put them into a 
second language, and thus  it is affected more by transfer from the L1’s framing.  
In looking back at some of the previous research on the second language framing acquisition 
of motion events, it can be seen that this difference in second language production and second 
language comprehension is the same for both motion and change of state events. Amongst the 
research that I introduced in Section 3.1 on the second language framing acquisition of motion 
events, there were some studies that focused only on second language production (such as 
Cadierno and Lund 2004 and Navarro & Nicholadis 2005), and others that focused only on 
second language comprehension (Inagaki 2001, 2002, etc.). The research that was conducted on 
second language production generally concluded that they observed effects of L1 framing overall 
on the learner’s second language acquisition, whereas studies that were conducted on second 
language comprehension generally concluded that trouble learner’s experienced was due to a 
transfer of linguistic elements from their L1, rather than necessarily from the framing of the 
learners’ L1. While we could postulate that the effects are different based on just the previous 
studies, two highly similar tests performed on the same types of groups, such as the one outlined 
in Section 4.2 are able to suggest that this is very likely the case. Furthermore, the results suggest 
that the same type of difference in influence from L1 on learner’s second language production 
and comprehension can be seen not only in the acquisition of motion event framing, but also in 
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the acquisition of change of state event framing. 
For the above reasons, I argue that the results of my experiment, as well as those of previous 
experiments, show that second language comprehension and second language production are 
affected by a learner’s L1 differently in that transfer from the L1’s lexical resources affects 
comprehension more, whereas transfer from the L1’s framing affects production more. This 
holds true for both motion and change of state events. 
 
ii. Chinese learners were able to acquire English framing patterns more quickly than 
Japanese learners  
 
Just as was observed in Chapter 3 with motion events, in the second language acquisition of 
change of state event framing, speakers of Chinese (an equipollently-framed language) were able 
to acquire the framing patterns of English (a satellite-framed language) more quickly than 
speakers of Japanese (a verb-framed language). This is evidenced, first, by the language 
production experiment data reported in Section 4.2.4. Chinese learners clearly used satellite-
framed patterns much more often than Japanese learners, which was similar to English native 
speakers. Furthermore, Chinese learners also exhibited a much higher tendency to encode the 
manner/cause of change in the main verb than Japanese learners. Additionally, Chinese learners 
also used more types of English satellite-framed patterns than their Japanese counterparts. While 
Japanese learners used the {verb + particle} pattern predominantly, Chinese learners showed the 
tendency to use both the {verb + particle} and {verb + prepositional phrase} patterns with 
considerable frequency. All of these results lead me to the conclusion that Chinese learners did 
indeed acquire English framing patterns earlier than Japanese learners. 
I posit that Chinese learners acquire English framing patterns earlier than Japanese learners 
because of transfer of framing from their first languages. As argued in the first conclusion, 
above, framing in second language production is affected by the framing of a learner’s first 
language. For example, native speakers of Chinese tend to encode the manner/cause of change 
more in their native language than native speakers of Japanese, and thus when speaking English, 
Chinese learners attempt to encode the manner/cause of change in a foreign language because it 
is part of their vernacular. This push to encode the manner/cause of change in English leads 
Chinese learners to focus on the patterns in English that allow them to do so, more than their 
Japanese learner counterparts. This would also explain why Chinese learners exhibited more 
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cases of encoding the manner/cause of change outside of the main verb than Japanese learners, 
despite the fact that manner/cause of change is rarely expressed outside of verbs in Chinese.  
Finally, though Chinese learners did not show a strong tendency to use the {verb + adjective} 
pattern in English, they did show a stronger tendency to comprehend it than Japanese learners. 
Based on conclusion 1, I posit that this occurred because of a difference in how a learner’s L1 
affects their second language comprehension as opposed to how it affects their second language 
production. I also suggest the following conclusion, which would also help to explain why 
Chinese learners did not produce the {verb + adjective} pattern as much as possibly expected. 
 
 
iii. The order of acquisition for English change of state framing patterns is {verb + particle} 
→ {verb + prepositional phrase} → {verb + adjective} 
 
I base the above conclusion in part on the fact that in looking at the learners’ second language 
English production, Japanese used the {verb + particle} pattern almost exclusively, while 
Chinese learners used both {verb + particle} and {verb + prepositional phrase} in high 
frequency, but neither group used the {verb + adjective} pattern very often, despite the fact that 
native English speakers used all three patterns rather evenly. Since satellite-framing is not the 
standard pattern in either Chinese (an equipollently-framed language) or Japanese (a verb-framed 
language), it stands that both groups of learners had to learn the satellite-framing patterns of 
change of state events in English anew. This is partially evidenced by the fact that learners did 
not begin by producing the phrases that were most similar to those in their own native languages 
(i.e.: Chinese learners did not produce many {verb + adjective} patterns, despite this pattern 
existing in Chinese, nor did Japanese learners produce many {verb + adjective} or {verb + 
prepositional phrase} expressions despite these patterns being allowed in certain cases in their 
native language).  
In learning change of state lexical patterns, there are several change of state expressions that 
get taught as phrasal verbs, such as “turn off”
15
 and “put on”. Thus, in early stages of learning, 
many native speakers of verb- and equipollently-framed languages probably remember such 
patterns as given pairs or phrasal verbs and assign them the same meaning/form mapping as an 
                                                 
15
 While it can be argued that “turn off” is indeed a colloquial phrasal verb, it comes from early change of state 
expressions in which a knob had to be turned in order for lighting to become “off”. 
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occurrence of change verb in their own native language
16
. In other words, even though learners 
may use phrasal verbs at an early stage, they likely have not truly learned satellite-framing, but 
have rather memorized a phrasal verb as matching to a verb- or equipollently-framed expression 
in their own langauge. This is why learners cannot switch the verbs in such phrasal verbs with 
other verbs (as also suggested by my data on motion expression acquisition in Section 3.3 – 
particularly the data on the learners’ usage of deictic verbs). In the next stages of learning, 
learners are most likely to then realize that the verbs they learned in phrasal verbs (such as turn 
or put) can be replaced with other verbs such as click or throw, to create similar meanings that 
result in the same change, resulting in them starting to acquire the {verb + particle} pattern. 
When learners start to be able to do this, they then start truly acquiring satellite-framing. Once 
learners have started to notice that the meaning of change occurs in the particle, separate from 
the meaning of manner/cause of change, which is encoded in the verb, the next logical pattern for 
learners to acquire is the {verb + prepositional phrase} pattern, since there are many words that 
can function as both particles and prepositions in English (i.e.: up, off, in, etc.). This overlap 
would then lead learners to extend the {verb + particle} pattern to the {verb + prepositional 
phrase} pattern. The reason then that learners acquire the {verb + adjective} pattern last, 
regardless of similar patterns being available in their native languages is that transfer of their L1 
framing, which affect production, does not encourage them to use satellite-framing
17
, and thus 
the learners pick up the usage of these patterns primarily from what they are taught. Since 
learners get phrasal verbs that include change of state encoded in particles, these patterns are 
acquired first, and then carried over to prepositional phrases, while the {verb + adjective} pattern 
comes later, as learners get no instruction on this pattern in early stages.  
From the results of experiments presented in Section 4.2, combined with the reasons and 
explanations provided above, it would appear that native speakers of verb- and equipollently-
framed languages learn English satellite-framed change of state expressions patterns in the order: 
{verb + particle} → {verb + prepositional phrase} → {verb + adjective}. However, it is still 
unclear to what extenet this particular acquisition order is due to differences in framing patterns 
in learners’ L1s, and to what extent it is due to instructional influences. Further research into this 
matter could potentially reveal which has a greater effect on the learners’ ability to use a variety 
                                                 
16
 I argue that this is the case for verb- and equipollently-framed langauges because the occurrence of change is 
usually expressed in a verb in these langauges. 
17
 Please recall that L1 transfer of framing tendencies carries over into second langauge production, but not 
necesarrily L1 transfer of lexical resources. The L1 transfer of lexical resources only seems to help second language 
comprehension – not second langauge production. 
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of satellite-framed expressions and should be studied in depth in the future. 
 
The summarized conclusions and results presented above help to show that when one learns a 
language of a different framing type from one’s own native language, there is a similar sort of 
transfer that occurs from the native language, for both motion and change of state events. For 
both motion and change of state events, data from my experiments indicates that native speakers 
of an equipollently-framed language (Chinese) acquire satellite-framing earlier than native 
speakers of a verb-framed language (Japanese) when learning a satellite-framed language 
(English) as a second language. Furthermore, for both motion and change of state events, it is 
more difficult for learners to become able to encode the manner/cause of change and or motion 
rather than to use satellite-framed patterns themselves. However, it should also be noted that 
native speakers of equipollently-framed languages definitely encode both motion and change of 
state events differently in the second language than the native speakers of the satellite-framed 
language that the learners are attempting to acquire. It also stands that for both motion and 
change of state events, interference due to transfer from the learners’ L1 impedes the acquisition 
of new framing patterns in a second language, although it seems to affect second language 
learning and second language production in slightly different ways, indicating that the type of 
one’s first language, according to Talmy’s cognitive linguistic typology, will affect how one 




Chapter 4 looked at the cognitive linguistic typology offered by Talmy (1985) as it applies to 
change of state events. It introduced previous research on change of state expressions in English, 
Japanese and Chinese, and argued that each language belonged to a different type. Then, based 
on this assumption, it presented experiments on the second language acquisition of change of 
state framing by learners whose first language was of a different type than the target language.  
In Section 4.1, I introduced the fact that Talmy (1985) said that his typology was applicable 
not just to motion events, but also to change of state events, and pointed out the similarities and 
differences in motion events and change of state events. I also looked at the change of state 
expressions in English, Japanese, and Chinese, and based on an analysis of what kinds of 
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expressions were allowed and what framing patterns were most exclusively used, determined 
that English could be considered a satellite-framed language, Japanese a verb-framed language, 
and Chinese an equipollently-framed language, not just for motion events, but also for change of 
state events. These findings were then used as part of the basis for my experiments in Section 
4.2. 
I presented the methodology, results, and conclusions of my experiments on the second 
language acquisition of change of state event framing in Section 4.2. Just as with my research on 
second language motion event framing acquisition, I looked at the acquisition of the framing 
patterns of a satellite-framed language (English) by speakers of a verb-framed language 
(Japanese) and an equipollently-framed language (Chinese). Since there was no research on the 
second language acquisition of change of state event framing to date, I decided to conduct both a 
language production and a language comprehension test. I then compared the results of the 
comprehension and production tests with each other, as well as with the results of second 
language motion event framing acquisition experiments.  
I found that transfer of L1 framing affected second language production more than it did 
second language comprehension, and transfer of specific L1 lexical patterns affected second 
language comprehension more than second language production. I argued that these results were 
similar to those of previous studies done on the second language acquisition of motion event 
framing. Furthermore, I found similar results in that the learning of a new framing type in a 
second language for both motion and change of state events proved highly difficult for learners. 
Along with this, I found that it was more difficult for learners to encode the co-event onto the 
main verb than it was for them to use satellite-framed expressions, in general. I argued that this 
was because encoding the co-event required true acquisition of the new framing type, whereas 
simply using the patterns could be a by-product of a one to one mapping of a group of words 
(such as a phrasal verb) with a single verb in the learner’s first language. Another similarity 
between the motion event experiments I conducted in Chapter 3, and the experiments I reported 
on in Chapter 4 was that for both motion events and change of state events, Chinese learners 
(speakers of an equipollently-framed language) seemed to acquire satellite-framing earlier than 
Japanese learners (speakers of a verb-framed language). Finally, different from motion event 
framing acquisition, I found there to be an order of satellite-framed pattern acquisition in change 
of state event framing acquisition: {verb + particle} → {verb + prepositional phrase} → {verb + 
adjective}. I also noted that Chinese learners seemed to acquire more of these patterns earlier 
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than Japanese learners.  
As discussed in Chapter 4, Talmy’s (1985) cognitive linguistic typology can be applied to both 
motion and change of state events, though they differ slightly in various ways. However, it is 
clear that the type of one’s first language will have an effect on the acquisition of a second 
language if the target language is of a different type. Though the problems that each present are 
slightly different, this chapter has made it clear that learning the framing of a second language 
seems to be very difficult for learners, for both motion events and change of state events, many 







Chapter 5: Conclusion 
 
5.1 Conclusions to Research Goals 
 
This paper looked to delve into some of the questions surrounding Talmy’s (1985) typology 
and its relation to second language acquisition. In doing so, I set forth three research goals at the 
beginning of this paper, which I will reiterate below.  
 
i. To argue that the linguistic typology suggested by Talmy (1985) is not merely based on 
things like available linguistic resources, as suggested by Beavers et al. (2010), but is also, 
at least in part, connected to cognitive processes, and provide original proof through 
experimentation.  
 
ii. To report on new experiments on the second language acquisition of motion event 
framing, conducted by myself, that include equipollently-framed languages, and examine 
the similarities and differences in the learning processes of learners from two different 
language types acquiring the motion framing of a second language of a different type.  
 
iii. To apply Talmy’s (1985) typology to the second language acquisition of change of state 
events and see to what degree his typology will affect it. 
 
This chapter will summarize the results given in Sections 2, 3 and 4, respectively, and outline 
how these results were able to fulfill each of the three research goals listed above. 
 
5.1.1 The Role of Cognitive Processes in Framing Typology 
 
Research goal number 1, as stated in Section 1.1 was to show that “the linguistic typology 
suggested by Talmy (1985) is not merely based on things like available linguistic resources, as 
suggested by Beavers et al. (2010), but is also, at least in part, connected to cognitive processes”. 
In order to accomplish this goal, I first introduced the problems that papers such as Beavers et al. 
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(2010) and Imbert (2012) pointed out with Talmy’s typology in Section 2.1, and then explained 
some of my own reasons as to why I thought their arguments were incomplete or partially 
invalid. As part of my arguments, I brought up research such as Soroli & Hickmann (2010) 
which suggests that cognitive factors are affected by language type, as posited by Talmy. I then 
also conducted my own experiment to suggest the presence of prototyping schema as a reason 
for differences in language types, and to discredit in particular, the claim by Beavers et al. (2010) 
that Talmy’s typology could be explained by available linguistic resources and processing 
economy.  
In order to prove that Talmy’s (1985) typology was due to more than just available linguistic 
resources and processing economy, I looked at English, in which both satellite- and verb-framing 
linguistic are abundant, but in which satellite-framing is used predominantly. According to 
Beavers et al. (2010), in motion events, speakers will use the easiest to process framing pattern 
that is available to them. However, they also claimed that simple verb-framing with no mention 
of the manner of motion, such as in (46), was the least taxing pattern to use.  
 
(46) John entered the room. 
 
I found Beavers et al. (2010) to be contradictory because English has the available linguistic 
resources to encode the arguably most economical sentences, such as (46), readily available to it, 
but speakers choose not to use these patterns. However, if English speakers did not favor 
satellite-framing because of ease of processing or a limitation in available linguistic resources, 
why then would they predominantly use this framing type? I argued in Section 2.3 that the 
reason for this is that satellite-framing has become the prototype for encoding motion events for 
native speakers of English, and thus they will try to follow this prototype, regardless of an 
increase in processing difficulty.  
In order to show that satellite-framing was a prototypical pattern in native English speakers, I 
first made use of a corpus of utterances by native monolingual English speaking children in the 
two-word phase, which showed that they had a very strong tendency to use satellite-framing 
already at this stage in their linguistic development. In order to bolster my claim, I then looked at 
the phenomenon of satellitization in native English speech, and how it occurs in first language 
English acquisition. 
I defined satellitization in Section 2.3 as an occurrence of the same exact path information 
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being encoded twice, redundantly, in both the main verb and a satellite, such as in (47a), below. 
If one were to argue that in some instances satellite-framed expressions might be easier to 
process than verb-framed expressions, it should be noted that satellitized expressions such as 
(47a) are clearly more taxing than standard verb-framed expressions such as (47b). Thus, the 
existence of satellitized expressions in English with any frequency at all would serve as a 
contradiction to Beavers et al.’s (2010) theory that framing tendencies can be explained by 
linguistic resources and processing economy. As Section 2.3 shows, satellitization by native 
speakers of English does occur with some regularity, and I thus find their argument to be 
weakened further.  
 
(47) a. The boy entered into the room. 
 b. The boy entered the room. 
 
If satellite-framing was truly a prototype for encoding motion events for native speakers of 
English, one would expect that when English native speakers first are encountered with path 
verbs (verb-framing) later in life, they will initially try to express path through a satellite, not 
realizing that it is redundant, resulting in satellitization. Then, once speakers have learned the 
meanings and usages of the path verbs, they will then realize that the path satellites are not 
required, and commit satellitization less often. Based on this logic, if satellite-framing is a 
prototype for native English speakers, one would expect to see younger speakers to commit 
satellitization in their motion event descriptions more often than older speakers. I ran an 
experiment to test whether or not this would really happen, and found that indeed younger native 
speakers of English used satellitization significantly more than their older counterparts and that 
this frequency declined with age and education, thus supporting my theory that satellitization 
occurs because satellite-framing is a prototype for native English speakers and by association 
that satellite-framing is a prototype for native English speakers. 
I thus showed in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 that works that called the cognitive aspect of Talmy’s 
(1985) typology into question were faulty, and showed through my own arguments, previous 
research, and my own experimentation, that it is indeed connected to cognitive factors such as 





5.1.2 The Second Language Acquisition of Motion Event Framing 
 
Research goal number 2, as stated in Section 1.1 was to “conduct new experiments on the 
second language acquisition of motion event framing that will include (equipollently-framed 
languages), as suggested by Slobin (2004), and examine the similarities and differences in the 
learning processes of learners from two different language types acquiring the motion framing of 
a second language of a different type”. In Chapter 3, I first looked at previous research into the 
second language acquisition of motion event framing and indicated various ways that the past 
research could be improved upon. I then reported on my own experiment on the English satellite-
framing acquisition of learners whose native languages were verb-framed (Japanese) and 
equipollently-framed (Chinese). 
There were several studies in the past on the second language acquisition of motion event 
framing. For example, Cadierno (2004) and Navarro & Nicholadis (2005) looked at learner’s 
language production and pointed out that learning framing is particularly hard for learners when 
the target language is of a different type than their first language. Meanwhile, Inagaki (2001, 
2002) looked at the second language comprehension of learners whose language did not contain 
the same linguistic resources as the target language, finding that it was difficult for learners to 
acquire these new patterns. However, I pointed out in Section 3.1 that all of the research up until 
that point had only been conducted on verb- and satellite-framed languages. Thus, I decided to 
run my own experiment including the new language type that Slobin (2004) suggested, 
equipollently-framed languages. 
In Section 3.3, I reported on the experiment I conducted in which I had Chinese and Japanese 
learners of English watch short videos and describe what they saw. I found that (i) the Chinese 
learners acquire English framing patterns earlier than the Japanese learners, (ii) Chinese learners 
showed some degree of fossilization at mid-levels, and (iii) that for both Chinese and Japanese 
learners, encoding the path of motion in the main verb was more difficult than using satellite-
framed patterns in general. Since Cadierno (2008) and Cadierno & Lund (2004) suggested that if 
one learns a second language of the same type as one’s first language, the acquisition of framing 
types is not as difficult, the fact that Chinese learners did not exhibit framing patterns similar to 
English native speakers indicates that equipollently-framed languages are indeed different from 
satellite-framed languages, as Slobin (2004) suggested, and that there is some degree of 
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interference from L1 transfer when speakers of equipollently-framed languages learn satellite-
framed languages. I was also able to report that there are similarities in how speakers of verb- 
and equipollently-framed languages acquire satellite-framing in that learning to combine manner 
and/or deictic verbs with path particles is more difficult for both sets of learners than simple 
satellite framing. However, I also found differences in that speakers of equipollently-framed 
languages seem to acquire satellite-framing earlier than speakers of verb-framed languages, but 
then show signs of fossilization around mid-levels. I continued on to argue that the similarities 
and differences in how these two groups acquired English satellite-framing patterns were due to 
transfer of framing tendencies from the learners’ first languages. 
As described above, I accomplished my second research goal in Chapter 3 by reporting on 
past second language motion framing acquisition studies and then conducting my own 
experiment to improve upon the previous research. I included an equipollently-framed language 
in my study, along with conventional verb- and satellite-framed languages and was able to 
pinpoint some of the similarities and differences in how speakers of different language types 
acquired satellite-framing, concluding that they occurred due to transfer of framing tendencies 
from learners’ first languages.  
 
5.1.3 The Second Language Acquisition of Change-of-State Framing 
 
The third research goal that I gave in Section 1.1 was to “apply Talmy’s (1985) typology to 
the second language acquisition of change of state events and see to what degree his typology 
will affect it”. In Chapter 4, I argued that Talmy’s typology can be applied not just to motion 
events, but also to change of state events, pointing to Talmy’s (1985) original claims as well as to 
the parallels between motion and change of state events. I then offered evidence that for change 
of state events (as well as for motion events), English could be considered to be a satellite-
framed language, Japanese could be considered to be a verb-framed language and Chinese could 
be considered to be an equipollently-framed language. Finally, I offered experimental evidence 
that transfer from learners’ L1 framing patterns and tendencies interfered with the second 
language acquisition of change of state framing when the target language was of a different type 
than learners’ native language(s).  
Though there had not been any past research into the second language acquisition of change 
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of state events, there had been many studies on the second language acquisition of motion 
events, as well as research that compared motion and change of state events. In examining these 
previous studies, I was able to determine that though motion events and change of state events 
did not comprise of exactly the same types of patterns, they share a similar cognitive structure. 
Thus, I was able to suggest that the second language acquisition of change of state event framing 
would be similar to that of motion event framing. However, since there was no experimental 
evidence of this, I conducted the two experiments outlined in Section 4.2. 
Since experiments into the second language acquisition of motion framing offered slightly 
different results depending on whether the researchers observed second language comprehension 
or second language production, I decided to test both in second language change of state framing 
acquisition experiments. Just as with my experiment involving motion events, outlined in 
Section 3.3, I observed the second language acquisition of English by native speakers of Chinese 
and Japanese. I found that (i) Chinese learners acquired English change of state framing earlier 
than Japanese learners, (ii) both Chinese and Japanese learners acquired satellite-framed change 
of state events in the same order, and (iii) learners’ L1 being of a different type than the target 
language affected language comprehension and language production differently. 
One similarity that I found between the second language acquisition of change of state events 
and motion events was that speakers of an equipollently-framed language (Chinese) acquired 
satellite-framing (in English) earlier than speakers of a verb-framed language (Japanese). I also 
found that for both change of state and motion events, the influence of the learners’ L1 on second 
language production and second language comprehension was different in that particular lexical 
patterns from the L1 transferred over more into comprehension, but framing tendencies 
transferred over from the L1 into production. This contrast is likely due to the inherently 
different nature of language production and language comprehension. Finally, I found that for 
both change of state events and motion events, learners had more difficulty encoding the co-
event into the main verb when learning satellite-framing than encoding the main event into a 
satellite. 
One of the important differences that I found in the second language acquisition of change of 
state events and that of motion events was that Chinese and Japanese learners seemed to follow 
the same order in acquiring satellite-framed patterns in change of state event framing acquisition. 
Both groups of learners apparently started with the {verb + particle} pattern first, and then 
moved towards the {verb + prepositional phrase} pattern, with neither group yet using the {verb 
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+ adjective} pattern with very much frequency at mid-levels. This difference comes in part due 
to the fact that there are several types of satellite-framed patterns in English change of state 
events whereas there is basically only one in English motion events.  
Thus, as described above, in Chapter 4, I was able to accomplish my third research goal by 
observing previous studies and then conducting my own experiments which showed that Talmy’s 
(1985) typology is quite applicable to second language acquisition and that a learner’s L1 
framing type has an effect on their learning quite similar to the one(s) noted in research on the 
second language acquisition of motion events. Furthermore, I was able to show the similarities 
and differences between the affects that acquiring a second language of a different type has on 
both motion and change of state events. 
 
5.2 Tips for Second Language Acquisition and English Language 
Education  
 
This paper applied Talmy’s (1985) cognitive linguistic typology to second language education, 
and examined the effects of transfer from L1 framing tendencies on second language framing 
acquisition when the target language is of a different type than the learner’s first language. I 
found that satellite-framing is especially difficult to acquire for native speakers of both verb- and 
equipollently-framed languages, both in the realm of motion events and change of state events. 
Though I found some differences in the ways in which native speakers of verb- and 
equipollently-framed languages acquired satellite-framing, there were also many similarities in 
their acquisition patterns, and thus I can offer similar advice to native speakers of either language 
when trying to learn a satellite-framed language. Based on previous research and the results of 
my own experimentation, as reported in chapters 3 and 4, I recommend the following when 
teaching a satellite-framed language to native speakers of verb- or equipollently-framed 
languages.  
 
(1) Teach the specific differences in the linguistic resources of the target language and the 
learners’ first language, for framing both motion and change of state events  
 
According to Inagaki (2001, 2002), and in accordance with the results of the experiment 
 
161 
reported on in Chapter 3, when learning a second language that is of a different type than one’s 
first language, learning the new language’s framing is much more difficult than other elements 
such as grammar and vocabulary. Also, in looking at Inagaki (2002) and the results of the 
experiment I reported on in Chapter 4, it is clear that differences in the linguistic resources of a 
learner’s first language and the target language make second language comprehension 
particularly difficult. These facts alone make it worthwhile to explicitly teach the differences in 
the first and target languages in the linguistic resources that affect framing.  
However, as noted in Chapter 4, a transfer of linguistic resources from a learner’s L1 seem to 
aide second language comprehension, and thus while explicitly teaching them the differences in 
linguistic resources would help learners’ second language comprehension, the data doesn’t 
suggest that it wouldn’t necessarily help their second language production. This being said, if 
one wishes to improve second language production, learning the linguistic resources that are 
available and what sorts of patterns and combinations are allowed and disallowed is an important 
first step. Thus, while explicit instruction of the difference in linguistic resources may not 
immediately help learners’ second language production, it would certainly behoove them in the 
future to learn these patterns through clear teaching.  
For example, in teaching English as a foreign or second language, it would help learners 
tremendously to instruct them on the polysemy of particles and prepositions. Inagaki (2002) 
specifically shows that Japanese learners of English realize that prepositions can have locational 
meaning, but that they are not aware that prepositions can also indicate path of motion. 
Furthermore, according to the results of experimentation in Chapter 4, both Japanese and 
Chinese learners seem to be rather unaware (to varying degrees) of the ability of English 
particles and prepositions to indicate change of state. Since change of state events are not 
specifically taught in the EFL/ESL classroom at the present, learning about varying patterns of 
expressing change of state, such as in particles and prepositions, must be especially difficult for 
learners. Giving learners explicit instruction on differences, such as these, in the linguistic 
resources in their native languages and the target language is thus the first step in helping 
learners to overcome such problems and be able to truly acquire new framing types.  
 





In Chapter 3, I expressed that Chinese learners exhibited a bit of fossilization in their English 
framing acquisition, as did English learners who had not lived in an English speaking country 
(living abroad seemed to improve framing acquisition, but not improved English ability). Part of 
this is probably due to learners making one to one pair matching between path verbs in English 
and those in their native languages. However, it is likely also due in part to the teaching of 
unnatural, but easy to acquire patterns in English.  
First, I will address the issue of pair matching path verbs in English with those in learners’ 
native languages. Though path verbs are regularly used in verb- and equipollently-framed 
languages, they are not commonly used in satellite-framed languages such as English. However, 
as mentioned in Sections 2.2.3 and 3.2.1, there are in fact path verbs in English – they just are 
not used frequently (see Section 3.3.2 for path of motion results, or 4.2.3 for results of using 
occurrence of change “path” verbs). At the beginning levels of learning a second language, 
learners can only use the expressions and patterns that they have been taught, and thus, this is a 
prime time to point learners in the direction of different framing patterns. Once their proficiency 
gets higher, the learners become able to use a variety of different expressions in the second 
language, and they are likely to prefer patterns and expressions in a second language that they 
can create a one to one meaning-form mapping for with similar patterns and expressions in their 
native language. Thus, when native speakers of verb- and equipollently-framed languages (such 
as Japanese and Chinese) encounter path verbs in English, they are much more likely to then use 
them. However, using many path verbs in English is highly unnatural, for both motion events 
and change of state events. This is evidenced by the results of my experiments reported in 
Section 3.3.2, and especially in 4.2.2 in which Japanese and Chinese learners scored verb-framed 
English sentences as more acceptable than native English speakers did. Thus, I posit that if 
speakers of verb-framed languages, such as Japanese, and speakers of equipollently-framed 
languages, such as Chinese, are presented with path verbs at their early stages of English 
learning, they will favor the use of them, as they are equitable to natural expressions in their own 
native languages, and this will cause them to over use them, impeding their learning of other, 
more natural English motion and change of state expressions, resulting in fossilization of 
framing acquisition.  
Furthermore, patterns such as {go by + (mode of transportation)} are often taught in the EFL 
classroom (Rivers & Toyama 2002, Kubo 2008, Asano et al. 1998, etc.). However, these patterns 
encode the manner of motion outside of the main verb, and the basic motion in the main verb, 
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and thus are verb-framed. Thus, this pattern is largely unorthodox in English (in the experiment 
reported in Section 3.3.2, native English speakers did not use this type of pattern even once). 
While being unnatural may not seem like a reason to completely discontinue teaching this 
phrase, it also leads to the expansion of the phrase to even more unnatural phrases such as he 
went on foot (the pattern is generally not used with non-vehicles) and to mistaken 
overgeneralizations such as he went by walk. The expansion of this pattern can thus lead to not 
only grammatical mistakes, but also to confusion when speaking with native English speakers 
who might not be used to hearing such framing patterns. 
This pattern is likely taught in the EFL classroom because it is very easy to acquire. Not only 
can speakers of verb-framed languages easily one to one form map it to expressions in their own 
native language(s), but it is easier to learn for speakers of any language, because learners do not 
have to remember any new verbs to express the manner of motion. For example, if a learner 
knows the word bicycle, he or she can insert this word into the above expression and convey the 
manner of motion without having to learn a new word – ride.  
However, though the {go by + (mode of transportation)} pattern is easy to acquire, it is hurtful 
to the progression of English framing acquisition, not only because the expression is unnatural 
and can be overgeneralized to mistakes, but also because it can be easily fossilized. As 
mentioned earlier, speakers of verb-framed languages (such as Japanese) in particular could fall 
victim to this, as learners can match such a verb-framed pattern in English to familiar patterns in 
their first language(s) and will thus not have much motivation to learn other patterns that use 
different framing. Furthermore, if taught at early stages, learners may also mistake these sorts of 
patterns to be prototypical in English. This is evidenced by data presented in Section 3.3.2, in 
which I found that for question number 3, all native English speakers (100%) used the verb rode 
to describe how the boy travelled to the swimming pool, whereas about 80% of Japanese learners 
and close to 45% of Chinese learners described the scene saying that he “went to the swimming 
pool by bicycle”, with less than 30% of learners overall using the word rode at all.  
This same problem is also reflected in the results of my experiments on change of state events. 
Learners seemed to have overgeneralized part of the phrase {go by (mode of transportation)} 
such that they have come to the false understanding that by always indicates means or manner. 
Thus, both Japanese and Chinese learners often created sentences such as “she cut the skirt by 
scissors”, in which the manner/cause of change was encoded in an adjunct using by. However, 
by is actually quite limited to expressing modes of transportation in this usage, and to encode the 
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manner/cause of most conflated events outside of the verb, the correct word to use is with, and 
thus such a sentence should read “she cut the skirt with scissors”. Furthermore, as results 
reported in Section 4.2.2 show, native speakers of English show a tendency to reject sentences in 
which the co-event is expressed outside of the main verb (although they do not seem to have as 
much of a problem with verb-framed patterns in which the co-event is not expressed at all). 
Japanese and Chinese learners though, do not seem to realize this and accept such sentences to a 
much higher degree than native speakers of English. Thus, if learners do not acquire English 
framing and instead stick to verb-framed patterns, they will have a tendency to not only 
misinterpret English sentences, but also to create English sentences that are largely rejected by 
native speakers of English, causing communication errors.  
Thus, based on the reasoning above, if learners of English (especially native speakers of verb- 
and equipollently-framed languages) are taught path verbs and verb-framed patterns at early 
stages, they will likely not move beyond these patterns, causing fossilization of framing 
acquisition, and will often overgeneralize them to highly unnatural and/or ungrammatical phrases 
and expressions. As argued above, this will impede their learning of English in general, 
especially their framing acquisition and general communicative ability. 
 
(3) Instruct learners to notice the differences in where focus is placed in motion and change of 
state events in their first language and the target language 
 
People have different motives for learning a second language, and learners will most likely 
study based on their own motivations (Dörnyei, 1998). Thus, learners generally focus on the 
grammar patterns and vocabulary that seem to be most useful to them. For the same reason, 
things like grammar, vocabulary, and culture are often taught in second language education, but 
differences in cognitive processes, such as differences in focus, are not. However, as discussed at 
length in this paper, not learning the framing patterns of the target language can cause 
communication errors such as learners misinterpreting phrases and expressions, and learners 
creating unnatural and/or ungrammatical sentences.  
While it is obvious that misinterpreting phrases and expressions will result in communication 
errors, learning to use proper and natural framing in second language production is also 
important. This can be seen in experimental data reported on in this paper in Chapters 3 and 4, as 
native speakers of English tend to reject certain types of verb-framed expressions, especially 
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ones in which the manner/cause of motion/change is expressed outside of the main verb. Thus, if 
learners are not following the framing patterns of the target language, it can cause native 
speakers to become confused and even reject some of the sentences they are creating, leading to 
breakdowns in communication. For these reasons, I posit that learning to use the target 
language’s framing is important, and with that comes learning how native speakers of the target 
language focus on events.  
By instructing learners to notice the differences in focus in their native language and the target 
language, they will get a stronger sense of how they have to frame events in the target language. 
For example, Japanese is a verb-framed language, and thus native speakers will tend to focus on 
motion and/or change, whereas English is a satellite-framed language and thus native speakers 
will tend to focus on the manner/cause of the event. Since the difference in focus is not so 
pronounced, it will be difficult for Japanese learners of English to learn to place focus on the 
manner/change, and vice versa. Thus, if Japanese learners of English were instructed on the 
differences in focus, they would be more likely to notice the differences in framing, and the 
acquisition of framing types different from those in the learners’ native language would be 
facilitated. However, if they are not instructed on the differences in focus, it is unlikely that they 
will notice the differences in framing patterns, and will continue to use faulty one to one 
mappings of English phrases to verb-framed patterns in Japanese, as evidenced by the results of 
the experiments I reported on in Chapters 3 and 4.  
 
Based on my findings in this paper, I offer the 3 points of advice, listed above, to educators of 
English as a foreign or second language, particularly to those who are teaching native speakers of 
verb- and/or equipollently-framed languages. While I did find some differences between the 
Chinese and Japanese learners in my experiments, I feel that this advice would prove helpful for 
native speakers of both languages who are trying to learn a satellite-framed language such as 
English, as it will help them to acquire English framing at more quickly and at earlier stages in 
the learning process.  
 
5.3 Future Work 
 
This paper looked at the cognitive linguistic typology posed by Talmy (1985), examined the 
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factors that cause it, and applied it to second language education. I was able to suggest that 
prototype schema are a factor in determining what framing type a language predominantly uses, 
and that when one learns a language of a different type than one’s one first language, there are a 
number of difficulties that arise in acquiring the second language framing of both motion and 
change of state events due to transfer of framing from the L1. I believe that this work can greatly 
benefit both the field of second language acquisition, and also foreign language education, 
particularly English language education. However, there are still some points left untouched by 
my study that should be researched in the future. 
First of all, there should be more studies done to determine what sorts of cognitive processes 
Talmy’s (1985) typology has effects on. Soroli & Hickmann (2010) showed that it influences 
speakers’ focus, but Imbert (2012) pointed to research that suggests that it does not affect 
memory. However, other cognitive processes, such as processing have not been tested. 
Furthermore, tests should be done to see what kind of effects the cognitive processes that 
Talmy’s typology do affect in turn have on first language acquisition, second language 
acquisition and world view.  
Finally, there is still a need for more work on second language framing acquisition. My 
experiments all focused on Japanese, Chinese and English, but there is a need for more 
languages to be surveyed to see if the results that I achieved were specific to these languages, or 
are universal to all verb-, satellite-, and/or equipollently-framed languages. Hopefully future 
experiments would also look at not only satellite-framing acquisition, but verb-framing 
acquisition by speakers of satellite- and equipollently-framed languages, and equipollent-framing 
acquisition by speakers of verb- and satellite-framed languages. Such research would serve to not 
only further our understanding of second language acquisition, but also act as either supporting 
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